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DECLARATI ON FOR THE GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNI T
RECORD COF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

MColl Site
2650 Rosecrans Avenue
Ful l erton, CA 92633

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the groundwater operable unit renedial action selected
for the MColl Site inthe Gty of Fullerton, County of Orange, California. This renedial
action was chosen in accordance with the Conprtehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amendrments and Reaut hori zation
Act of 1986 (SARA) (42 CFR 8 9601 et seq.), and, to the extent practicable, with the National
Q| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR § 300 et seq.). The
attached Administrative Record Index (Attachnent A) identifies the documents upon which the
decision is based. The State of California has comented in support of the selected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

If the actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Site are not addressed by
i npl enenting the renmedi al response action selected in this ROD, the Site nay present an immi nent
and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON CF THE REMEDY

EPA has selected Alternative #3 as presented in the Feasibility Study Report, G oundwater
Qperable Unite, McColl Superfund Site (EPA, February 1996) as the groundwater operable unit
remedy for the McColl Site. The renedial action for groundwater is designed to work in
conjunction with the renedial action for the McColl waste sunps, which includes capping of the
sunps and construction of subsurface slurry walls around the sunps. The waste sunp renedy will
significantly reduce infiltration of site surface water and precipitation, thus reducing the
potential for the sunps to inpact groundwater in the future. The selected renedy for the

cont am nated groundwat er operable unit for the McColl Site includes eval uation, design, and
construction of infiltration controls to significantly (order of magnitude) reduce surface water
infiltration frombaseline estimates. These engineered controls will be inplenmented outside of
the waste sunp area. Measures/controls for consideration during design nmay include sonme or all
of the follow ng:

. Onsi te nanagenent of surface water running onto the site property.
. Li ni ng existing major drainage channels with | ow perneability nmaterials.
. Grading or nodifying (through placenent of |ow perneability soils) areas adjacent

to, but outside of the planned closure contai nment system

. G oundwat er nmonitoring (including additional wells) to denonstrate that the
infiltration controls are effectively preventing further mgration of site
contam nants to and throughout the regional aquifer.

. EPA or the relevant State agency will inplement offsite institutional controls as a
contingency neasure. |If at the five year review the regional aquifer beyond the
correct site boundary is found (in nore than one offsite well) to contain
site-specific contam nants above State or Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Level (MCLs)1
or above the recomended (3.6 parts per billion (ppb)) or revised prelimnary
renedi ati on goal (PRG for tetrahydrothi ophene (THT) conpounds, offsite
institutional controls will be inplenented.

. Site maintenance and security until final operation and nmai ntenance (Q&\) pl ans take
effect under the source operable unit renedy.



The groundwater renedy is intended to work in conjunction with the source renedy, and
together will achieve the anticipated goal of protection of groundwater resources.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment as required by section 121
of CERCLA. The sel ected renedial action, when conplete, shall conply with applicable or rel evant
and appropriate environnental standards established under Federal and State environnental |aws.
The selected renmedy is cost-effective and consi dered permanent treatnent technologies to the
maxi mum extent practi cable. Because the source operable unit renedy2 will result in hazardous
subst ances renai ni ng onsite above health-based levels, a revieww ||l be conducted within five
years after commencenent of the redial action to ensure that the renedy continues to provide
adequat e protection of human health and the environnent.

DECI SI ON SUMVARY

Thi s Decision Summary provi des an overvi ew of the probl ens posed by the McColl Site groundwater
operable unit. 1t also includes a description of the remedial alternatives considered and the
anal ysis of these alternatives against the critieria set forth in the NCP. The Decision Summary
explains the rationale for the renedy sel ection and how the selected renedy satisfies the
statutory requirenents of CERCLA

1 1f both a Federal and a State of California MCL exist for a particular conpound, the
|l ower of the two MCLs is applied.

2 The June 1993 Record of Decision presents the source operable unit renedial action,
whi ch consists of a closure/contai nment systemrenedy for the twel ve waste sunps.



l. SI TE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON
A Site Nane and Location

McCol | Superfund Site
2650 Rosecrans Avenue
Fullerton, California 92633

B. Site Description

The McCol |l Superfund Site (the "Site") is located in Orange County, California on the northwest
edge of the Gty of Fullerton closely bordering the Gty of Buena Park (Figure 1). The 22 acre
Site was the |location of 12 disposal pits operated by Eli MColl from 1942 to 1946 (Figure 2).
During the operation of the disposal pits various oil refining conpani es di sposed of refinery
waste, predom nantly spent sulfuric acid catal yst.

The predom nant type of waste at the site is a hard black (asphaltic) waste with smaller vol unes
of viscous waste, contam nated drilling nmud, and soils. The hard and vi scous waste is
characterized as having a | ow pH, high sulfur content, high concentrations of organic sulfur
conpounds, aronatic hydrocarbons and aliphatic hydrocarbons.

The Los Coyotes Country dub CGolf Course was built in 1956/1957, with a portion of the course
overlying the covered waste sunp area referred to as the Los Coyotes area. That portion of the
golf course is currently closed. The McAul ey LCX Corporation purchased the Los Coyotes Country
Club in Decenber 1980. The Ranparts area of the site was never devel oped. A housing tract
borders the site immediately to the east and southeast. The Ralph B. dark Regional (County)
Park is adjacent to the west of the site boundary. The southern boundary of the site is the Los
Coyotes golf course. The northern boundary is Rosecrans Avenue. Al of the sunps are currently
covered by overburden by varying thickness.

C. Land and Water Use

Use around the site is predominantly residential with sone devel oped and undevel oped open space
The residential use throughout the area is single famly hones on approxi mately quarter acre
lots. The residences are valued in the $200,000 to $300, 000 range. Site denographics are

dom nated by ol der European-Anerican professional with famlies or retirees. There has been

an increase of Asian professional (predom nantly Korean) with young famlies throughout the
late 1980s and 1990s.

Surface water flows fromthe upper reaches of the hills across the site fromnorth to south. The
| argest of these drainage areas runs fromthe Wst Coyote Hlls area to the north, into a

dr ai nage channel under Rosecrans and onto the site. Once onsite, this channel drains to the
lowlying area to the north and west of the Los Coyotes waste pit area. Surface water fromthe
Ramparts portion of the site and the eastern side of the Los Coyotes waste pits drains into a
channel at the boundary of the southeastern portion of site and then into the regional surface
wat er col |l ection system

G oundwater near the site is not currently used for public water supply. The nearest nunicipa
well (Coyote Well 12A) is located at the corner of Glbert and Pioneer, 3,000 feet crossgradi ent
fromthe site.

<I MG SRC 0996154>
<I MG SRC 0996154A>

D. Regi onal Topogr aphy
As described in the Final Renedial Investigation Report, Goundwater Operable Unit, MColl Site
(ENVI RON, Decenber 1995), the site is located on the |ower portion of the south side of the

east-west trending West Coyote Hills at a nedian el evation of approxi mately 300 feet above nean
sea | evel

E. Hydr ol ogy



The regional hydrol ogy consists of the near-surface sediment of the Pleistocene La Habra
Formati on. Beneath the relatively fine-grained La Habra Formati on sedi nents are the coarser
sandy gravels and gravelly sands of the Coyote Hlls Formation. The sedinmentary units dip
approxi mately 10 degrees to the sout hwest.

G oundwat er beneath the site is found in multiple shallow perched units and in the regional

aqui fer approxinmately 160 to 200 feet below the Site ground surface. The shallow perched units
have been desi gnated during the Renedial Investigation al phabetically fromthe shallowest to the
deepest .

The shal | owest perched groundwater unit is the "A" unit. The |ower perneability |ayer of
natural soils which underlies the "A" unit surfaces onsite in the vicinity of the Los Coyotes
portion of the site. The "A" unit does not directly intersect with the regional acquifer near
the site. The "A" unit is nonitored by the following nonitoring well: P-2S and P-3S.

The "B" unit originates in the central portion of the site. The surface of the "B" unit |ow
pernmeability layer is approxi nately 50 feet bel ow the bottom of the Los Coyotes Sunps. The "B"
unit is perched to the north of the southern McColl site boundary. Approxinmately five hundred
feet south of the site, the "B" clay packet dips to the saturated interval of the "C' flow unit.
The "B" unit is nonitored by the followi ng wells: P-21,P-41, P-5S, P-51, P-6S, and P-10D.

The "C' unit originates in the upper (northern or upland) portions of the site. The surface of
the "C' unit low perneability layer |ies approximately 50 feet bel ow the bottom of the Ranparts
sunps/ pits and 150 feet bel ow the Los Coyotes portion of the site. Because of the
characteristics of the subsurface conditions, the "C' zone is perched in the northern portion of
the Site and is part of the regional aquifer in the southern portion of the site and to the
south of the site. The "C' unit has been found to intersect the regional aquifer in the vicinity
of well P-2D(R), at the southern site boundary. The wells that nonitor the perched portion of
the "C' unit are: W6A and W8A. The wells that nmonitor the "C' portion of the regional aquifer
are: P-2D)R), P-3D, P-4D, P-5L, P-6D, P-9D, and P-10L.

A deeper "D' unit lies largely within the regional aquifer beneath the site. The "D' unit is
nonitored by the following wells: W4, W8B, W9B, W9C, W10B, P-1D, and P-5D.

The gradi ent of the regional aquifer ("D' flowunit) is estinated to be approxinately 0.0077
feet/feet beneath the McColl Site. Goundwater within the "A", "B", and "C' flow units is
seasonal |y recharged by surface infiltration at or near the site and al ong buri ed coarse-grained
sedinents of current or historical drainage swal es along the western and easter boundaries of
the site.

Two nuni ci pal production wells were identified within seven thousand feet of the site during the
Remedi al I nvestigation (ENVIRON, Decenber 1995). The closer of the two is the Coyote 12A Wéll.
The "D' flow unit nmay have sonme equival ency to the shal l owest screened interval of the Coyote
12A wel | . However, the Coyote 12A well in located three thousand feet cross-gradient to the site
(ENVI RON, Decenber 1995).

1. SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
A Source Renedy (Operable Unit)
The McCol|l site was added to the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) in 1982.

H storically the source operable unit has been the subject of nultiple investigations, pilot
tests, and proposed renedies. A conplete description of these can be found in the June 1993 RCD
(US EPA) and the Final Full Scale Denobnstration Test Report (US EPA, with contributions from

I CF, Morrision Knudson, June 1995).

The McColl Site waste sunps are currently nmanaged under the contingency remedy outlined in the
June 1993 ROD. The renedy for the waste sunps is a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) equival ent cap(s) with subsurface barriers and nonitoring. The current design includes a
cl osure system consisting of two RCRA equivalent caps and slurry walls (Figure 3). The slurry
wal l's are planned to extend a mninmumof 3 feet bel ow the bottom of the deepest sunp and to
conmpl etely surround the waste. The design of this final remedy is scheduled for conpletion in



Decenber 1996.
B. G oundwat er | nvestigati on Conducted by Agencies

The following information is a brief summary of the historical groundwater investigations that
have been conducted at the McColl Site.

G oundwat er sanpling/testing and investigations have been conducted at the McColl Site by
various contractors to the State of California and EPA since 1981. Mre recently, the MColl
Site Goup (MSG tasked ENVIRON to performa Remedial Investigation/Fesibility Study (R/FS).
Begi nning in 1981, the California Departnment of Healthy Services (DOHS), now the California
Departnent of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), started the first investigation of groundwater
with the installation of one nonitoring well (Well A-13). A groundwater sanple collected from
nmonitoring well A-13 in 1981 was found to contain sulfate, arsenic, t-butanol, and exhibited a
pHof 2.8 (CHZM H 11, 1987). From 1981 to the start of the MSGRI/FS, a total of 22 nonitoring
wells were installed at and near the McColl Site to investigate the nature and extent of
groundwat er contam nation. Five wells were screened at depths of |ess than 110 feet bel ow ground
surface (bgs), and seventeen wells were screened at depths ranging from216 to 320 feet bgs.
Subsequently, seven of these wells were abandoned. The tabl e bel ow presents a history of the
wel | installation/abandonnment programthat was conpleted at the McColl Site prior to
commencenent of the MSG RI/FS.

<I M5 SRC 0996154B>



VEELL | NSTALLATI ONS AND ABANDONMENTS PRI OR TO MsG R/ FS

McCOLL SI TE
I NSTALLER Dat e Scope
DRSC, Caltrans, 1981 In Ranparts area, 12 boreholes were drilled, including
ARB, SCAQWD six in sunps, five in adjacent soils, and one in

background. Anal yses were for pH, sulfates, and
heavy netal s.

DOHS 1981 In Ranparts area, nonitoring well A-13 was installed
and a groundwater sanple was coll ected. Anal yses
were for pH sulfate and organi c conpounds.

Radi an 1982 Three deep wells (depths of 232 to 273 feet) were
installed. Well W2 was |ocated north of Ranparts
area. Wlls W1 and W3 were |ocated south and
sout heast of the Los Coyotes areas. Wlls W1 and
W2 were |ater abandoned in 1991. The well head of
well W3 was covered during repaving of its street
| ocati on.

DTSC 1983/ 1984 Four deep nonitoring wells (W4, W5, W6B, and
W8B) and two shallow wells 9W6A and W8A) were
installed. Wlls were first sanpled in 1987. Wlls W5
and W6B has since been abandoned.

CH2M H |1 1987 Si x deep nonitoring wells (P-1D through P-6D), and
three shallow wells (P-3S, P-5S, and P-6S) were
installed during an expanded groundwat er
assessnent. Wells were sanpled for organic and
inorganic paraneters. Well P-2D was replaced by
Wl |l P-2D(R) because Wl |l P-2D had been danaged
during installation.

Ecol ogy and June 1989 Three deep upgradient wells (W9B, W9C, and
Envi r onnent W 10B) were installed.

Bet ween June 1989 and Decenber 1992, EPA perforned routine groundwater quality nmonitoring. All
sanpling and testing of groundwater under this programfollowed a detailed sanpling and anal ysi s
plan and data validati on was perf orned.

C RI/FS Performed by MColl Site Goup (M5G under US EPA O der

As a part of the EPA order issued to the four oil conpanies in August of 1993, EPA directed the
oil conpanies, now called M5G to conplete the RI/FS for groundwater. The investigation

suppl emented the data fromthe existing 14 wells installed by EPA and the State. The
investigation was conducted in two phases. At the conpletion of phrase Il results, EPA and

MBG had installed nine additional wells. Followi ng evaluation of the phase Il results, EPA and
MBG agreed that one additional well would be required. The R/FS included four rounds of
groundwat er sanpling and anal ysis and aquifer testing. A baseline risk assessnment was perforned
by I CF, contractor to EPA. MSG sunbitted the Draft Renedial |nvestigation Report to EPA on
Cctober 13, 1995. The Final Renedial Investigation Report was submtted on Decenber 29, 1996.
The Draft Feasibility Study Report was submitted on Decenber 5, 1995. The Final Feasibility
Study Report was revised by EPA based on the original draft and issued on February 7, 1996.

[ H GHLI GHTS OF COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

The public participation requirenents of sections 113(k)(2)(B)(i-v) and 117 of CERCLA have been
satisfied in the remedy sel ection process.

Wil e the community has historically had very strong organi zed, and vocal opinions regarding



the remedy sel ection process on the source operable unit, there has been | ess interest regarding
groundwat er as there are not any nunicipal or private wells inpacted and results have generally
indicated mninal inpact on the regional aquifer. EPA has continued to provide fact sheets

(10+) as updates on new groundwater information and to nake itself available to answer

questions regardi ng groundwat er.

EPA has also regularly nmet with the local regul atory agencies and provided themw th information
on the groundwater investigation and proposed plan through the McColl Site Interagency Committee
(IAQ). The I AC consists of State regulatory, local regulatory, political, and comunity
representatives. The | AC neetings have been held on a nonthly or binonthly basis since the
1980s.

Consi stent with requirenents of CERCLA and the NCP, EPA has conducted the fol |l owi ng community
relations activities. Recently, EPA issued the August 1995 Fact Sheet to summarize the results
of the Remedial Investigation. In February 1996, EPA issued a Proposed Pl an Fact sheet. An
announcenent of the proposed plan, public comment period, date, and |l ocation of the public
neeting was printed in the Orange County regi ster on February 25, 1996. EPA issued a press

rel ease on the first day of the public comrent period (March 6, 1996). EPA briefed the I AC on
the proposed plan on the day of the public neeting. On March 14, 1996, a public neeting was held
at Parks Junior H gh School and was attended by approxi mately 10 conmunity nenbers,
representatives of the State agencies, |ocal agencies, MAuley LCX representatives, and MSG
representatives. Al of the community represented at the meeting that chose to publicity
comrent were in favor of the proposed plan.

Responses to |l ocal comunity comments nade at the public neeting are presented in Attachnent B.
Details of the comunity involvenent activities and responses to public coments received from
the State and MSG are presented in the Responsiveness Summary (Attachnent C).

V. SCOPE AND RCOLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTI ON

The pl anned construction of the closure and contai nnent system over the source waste sunps

shoul d serve to reduce long-termcontam nation of shallow or deeper groundwater at the site.
However, based on the results of the EPA Baseline R sk Assessnent for the McColl Superfund Site
G oundwat er Qperable Unit (I1CF, Novenber 1995), residual contamination in the shallow

groundwat er exceeds Federal and California standards for drinking water and may present an

i mm nent and substantial endangernent to human health if not addressed. The appropriate response
for the shallow water takes into account the inportant fact that perched groundwater is not
present in sufficient volune to serve as an exclusive source of future water supply.

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS ( GROUNDWATER)

In August of 1993, EPA ordered the McColl site Goup to conplete the Rl and to performthe
Feasibility Study. As part of the conpletion of the RI, MBGinstalled ten new nonitoring wells.
These new wells, along with the previously installed wells, totaled 24 nonitoring wells. The
results of three quarters of sanpling perforned during the MSG Rl were used for Baseline R sk
Assessnent for the Groundwater Operable Unit. No known natural resource concerns exist for the
site groundwater. As a result, an ecol ogical assessnent was not perforned.

A G oundwat er

Initial (phase |I) efforts of the MSG R focused on the characterization of perched groundwater.
Unfortunately, the cone penetroneter technol ogy that was used did not reach the depth required
to characterize deeper perched zones. Data were, however, collected fromperched wells that had
been installed and |l ocations for new nonitoring wells were sel ected based on these results al ong
with the limted cone penetroneter data. The results for the groundwater nonitoring are

summari zed in the followi ng sections. Goundwater investigation results indicate that wile
contam nants fromthe waste sunps are present in perched water, they do not appear to result in
contami nation of the regional groundwater. A conprehensive |list of the conpounds of potential
concern as presented and eval uated in the baseline risk assessnent for the groundwater operable
unit is presented bel ow



TH OPHENES VCCs SVQCs I NORGANI CS

Tet r ahydr ot hi ophene Acet one Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) phyhal at e Al um num
2- et hyl t et r ahydr ot hi ophene Benzene But yl benzyl pht hal at e Arsenic
3- et hyl t et r ahydr ot hi ophene 2- but anone Di ment hyl pht hal at e Bari um
Carbon Disul fide Di - n-butyl pht hal ate Beryl |iun8
Chl orof orm | sophor one Cadm um
1, 2-di chl or oet hane 2- Met hyl phenol Chrom um
Et hyl benzene N trobenzene Cobal t
2- hexanone Phenol Copper
Met hyl ene Chl ori de Pyrene Lead
Tol uene Manganese
Xyl enes (total) Mer cury
N ckel
Sel eni um
Thal I i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

VOCs = Vol atil e O ganic Conmpounds
SVQCs = Sem -vol atile O gani ¢ Conpounds

3 Al t hough berylliumwas not identified in waste and sunp sanples (CH2M Hi |1, 1987), berylliumwas selected as a
COPC for the risk assessnent because it was positively detected in an | east one groundwater sanple. The exi stence
of berylliumin groundwater nay be associated with the | eachability of chemcals in vadose zone soils due to the
| ow pH i n groundwat er.



Organics (not including THT conpounds)

The two VOCs detected above MCLs in the groundwater system are benzene and, at |ow
concentrations, 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA). Sem -volatile organi c conpounds were not
consistently detected in the groundwater or were determned to be | aboratory contam nants.
Benzene concentrations have equal ed or exceeded (up to 470 ppb) the State MCL of 1 ppb in the
"B" flow unit. Benzene in the perched "C' well WG6A ranged from500 to 800 ppb. 1,2-DCA
concentrations exceeded the State MCL of 0.5 ppb in one "B" flow unit well (P-5) and one "C'
flowunit well (P-5L) and the results were as low as 1 and 2 ppb.

Tet r ahydr ot hi ophene (THT) Conpounds

THT conpounds, including tetrahydrothiophene, 2-nethyltetrahydrothi ophene,

3- et hyl t et rahydr ot hi ophene, were detected in several nonitoring wells during the sanpling
program THT conpounds have a very |ow odor threshold (50 percent of the popul ation can
detect at 0.6 ppb) and readily degrade water to | ess than aesthetically acceptable conditions.

THT conpounds have been detected regularyly in the perched "A', "B", "C' and the regional "C'
units. THT conpounds have not been detected in the "D' unit; however, additional nonitoring
will be required to confirmthe absence of THTs in the "D' unit sout hwest (downgradi ent) of the
site.

Concentrations of THT conpounds in the perched units have ranged as high as 43,000 ppb (W6A).
Approxi mately five hundred feet downgradient of the Los Coyotes sunp area, THT conpounds are
detected in portion of the "B" and "C' flow units (Wlls P-10D and P-10L at 1,490 and 190 ppb,
respectively). It is suspected that the rate of migration is linted by the seasonal saturation
and natural attenuation in the perched units. This migration of site contam nants (THTs) from
the perched to the regional aquifer indicates a possible pathway exists for other organics found
in the perched units. However, it is also inportant to point out that there are regional "C'

wel I's downgradi ent of the site and sunp areas that have no detected THT compounds, such as Wél |
P- 9D.

I nor gani ¢ Conpounds

Concentrations of inorganics in the onsite perched groundwater exceed background concentrations
calculated for the regional aquifer. However, it is inportant to note that the source waste in
the waste pits at the McColl Site does not contain elevated inorganics (wWith the exception of
sul fur dioxide). The waste is acidic and as liquid (water) cones into contact with the waste,
the water al so beconmes acidic. The presence of these higher concentrations of inorganics in
perched groundwater sanples may be attributed to the preferential |eachability of inorganics in
the vadose zone soils fromcontact with acidic perched water.

Four inorgani ¢ conpounds occur above background concentrations or state MCLs: arsenic,
beryllium chrom um and nanganese. Arsenic is ubiquitous at |ow concentrations in groundwater
at the site. Evaluation of "D' flow unit background wells indicate a background concentration of
9.7 ppb. The State and Federal MCL is 50 ppb and has been slightly exceeded in perched wel |
P-21. The hi gher concentrations of arsenic occur in wells with | ow pH and concentrati ons
significantly decrease off-site once the pHrises to natural |evels downgradi ent of the site.

Background "D' flow unit wells indicate a concentration for berylliumof 8.3 ppb. This
background concentrati on exceeds the State MCL of 4 ppb for beryllium D ssolved beryllium
was detected above the state MCL in three on-site wells (P-21, P-41, W6A) of the twenty-four
well's. Berylliumconcentrati ons exceeding the State MCL ranged from5.7 to 90 ppb.

The "D' flow unit background wells indicate a background concentrati on for chrom umof 3.2 ppb.
Di ssol ved chrom um was detected above the State MCL of 50 ppb in perched wells P-41 and W6A.
Chrom um concentrations in these wells ranged from67.8 to 424 ppb, and the water in these
well's had a | ow pH.

Manganese was neasured at a background concentration of 4,300 ppb. Manganese has been found to
occur at concentration as high as 30,100 to 41,700 ppb in perched wells with | ow pH

Concentrations of manganese. However, the Federal secondary drinking water standard for is no
MCL for nanganese. However, the Federal secondary bringing water standard for nanganese is 50



ppb.

B. Data Validation

Data validation of analytical results was perfornmed in accordance with procedures outlined in
the Quality Assurance Project Plan prepared by ENVIRON for MSG

Vi SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent for the G oundwater Qperable Unit was conpleted in Novenber 1995 by
an EPA contractor (1 CF). The purpose of the R sk Assessment was to evaluate the public health
and environnental risks posed by contami nants detected in groundwater at the site. The wells
screened in both the perched and regional aquifer were evaluated in the Ri sk Assessnent. A
separate baseline public health evaluation for the source/soil waste sunps was perforned in May
1992 (1 CF).

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent for the G oundwater Qperable Unit and this ROD recogni ze that the
perched portion of each individual flow zone would not yield sufficient volune of water for
potential exposures. This ROD al so recogni zes that the perched zones are of potential concern
because it has been denonstrated by the presence of THT conpounds in the regional aquifer wells
that contam nants found in shallower zones can mgrate into the regi onal aquifer.

The followi ng sections on risk assessnent are presented in the Executive Summary of the Baseline
ri sk assessnment for the Goundwater Operable Unit (ICF, Novenber 1995)

Sel ection of Chem cal of Potential Concern

G oundwat er data obtained fromthe three nost recent quarterly groundwater sanpling events were
identified as the nost appropriate database to evaluate current site conditions. The sanpling
events occurred in Septenber 1994, January 1995, and April 1995 (ENVI RON, 1995a, 1995b, and
1995c¢).

A screening anal ysis was conducted to determ ne the areas of groundwater w thin each zone that
may have the highest concentrations of chemcals. It was assuned that a well (s) in each flow
unit represents the center of any potential plume mgrating fromthe Site. The manner in which
the wells were selected to represent chemical concentrations in each flowunit is designed to be
conservative, by selecting narrow areas in which the highest concentrations are observed. The
anal ysi s consi sted of conparing the maxi mum chem cal concentrations in each individual well wth
the nost conservative chem cal -specific Federal or California MCL4 and a chemi cal -specific tap
water PRG as summarized by EPA Region | X (EPA, 1995a). Individual wells or a group of wells was
sel ected based on the frequency of detection of chemicals, the toxicity of the chemcals
detected, and the rati os of the maxi mum chem cal concentration to the MCLs and tap water PRGs.

4 If both a Federal and a California MCL exist for a particular conmpound, the |ower of the
two MCLs was used in the screening analysis. For instance, benzene has a Federal and a
California MCL of 5 and 1 pg/L, respectively. In this scenario, the California ML was
used in the screening eval uation

Individual wells were selected to represent groundwater in the "A" and "D' flow units, and
groundwater in the perched and regional "C' flow units. Two separate wells were selected to
represent the "B" flowunit primarily because of different chenmical constituents. The wells
selected as a result of this screening evaluation are presented bel ow.

AQUI FER FLOVWUNI T ZONE WELL
per ched A P-3S
per ched B P-21 & P-6S
per ched C W 6A
regi onal C P-5L
r egi onal D W4



Chem cal s of potential concern (COPCs) were selected if organic and inorgani c chenicals were
detected in at | east one sanple above their respective nethod detection limts (MDLs). Detected
chemcals (fromthe wells identified based on the results of the screening anal ysis) were
selected to represent the chemicals that are attributable to the Site and that are of greatest
concern froma health risk standpoint (i.e., the COPCs). O the inorganics, iron, nagnesi um

pot assium and sodi umwere elimnated as COPCs because they are considered essential nutrients

I norganic chemcals that are present at naturally occurring levels nmay al so be elimnated from
the risk assessnment. Groundwater data collected fromthree off-site upgradient wells were used
to represent background. However, given that these wells are screened in the "D' flow unit of
the regional aquifer, a conparison can only be nade for groundwater data that were al so
collected fromwells screened in the "D' flowunit (i.e., well W4). Based on an anal ysis of
groundwat er ant hropogenic in orgin. Consequently, with the exception of the essential nutrients,
inorganics detected in at |east one sanple above the MOL fromwell W4 were selected as COPCs. A
conprehensive list of COPCs evaluated in this risk assessnment is presented bel ow.

THI OPHENES VOCs SVQCs I NORGANI CS
Tet r ahydr ot hi ophene Acet one Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e Al um num
2- et hyl t et r ahydr ot hi ophene Benzene But yl benzyl pht hal ate Arsenic
3- et hyl t et r ahydr ot hi ophene 2- but anone Di met hyl pht hal at e Bari um
Carbon Disul fide Di - n-butyl pht hal ate Beryl |iunb
Chl orof orm | sophor one Cadm um
1, 2-di chl or oet hane 2- Met hyl phenol Chr om um
Et hyl benzene N t robenzene Cobal t
2- hexanone Phenol Copper
Met hyl ene Chl ori de Pyrene Lead
Tol uene Manganese
Xyl enes (total) Mer cury
N cke
Sel eni um
Thal | i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

VOCs = Vol atil e O ganic Conmpounds
SVQCs = Sem -vol atile O gani ¢ Conpounds

5 Al though berylliumwas not identified in waste and sunp sanples (CH2ZM H I, 1987),
berylliumwas selected as a COPC for this risk assessnent because it was positively
detected in at |east one groundwater sanple. The existence of berylliumin groundwater
may be associated with the leachability of chemcals in vadose zone soils due to the | ow
pH i n groundwat er

Toxicity Assessnent

For each of the COPCs identified for this risk assessment, relevant toxicity criteria were
identified fromEPA s Integrated Risk Information System (I RI'S) database (EPA, 1995b). Wen not
available on IRIS, the Health Effects Assessnent Summary tabl es (HEAST) (EPA, 1994) and EPA's
Region I X Prelimnary Renediation Goals (PRGs) (EPA 1995a) were consulted. If no val ues could

be identified fromeither source, the chem cal was not evaluated quantitatively. COPCs that |ack
agency-derived toxicity criteria include the thiophene-based conpounds. In addition, there are
no available toxicity values for evaluating dernmal (uptake) exposures. For this risk assessnent,
oral cancer slope factors (CSFs) and reference doses (RfDs) were used to eval uate dernal

exposur es.

Regul atory toxicity criteria that have been devel oped by Cal/EPA were al so used and separately
evaluated in this risk assessnent. Wien Cal /EPA toxicity values were not avail able, EPA val ues
were used. Cal/EPA has not derived RfDs or RfCs, and therefore an evaluation of potential risks
was only conducted for chemcals that are classified as carcinogens.

O the chemcals identified as being COPCs at the McColl Site, 11 are considered to be known



or suspected hunman carci nogens. Two chem cals are known hunman carci nogens based on sufficient

evi dence in human studies (Goup A). One chemical is considered to be a probabl e human
car ci nogen based on limted evidence in hunman studies (Goup Bl). Eight chemcals are considered
probabl e human carci nogens based on sufficient evidence in aninal studies (Goup B2). Alist of
car ci nogeni ¢ COPCs i s summari zed bel ow.

Goup A G oup Bl G oup B2
Arsenic Cadm um Beryl lium
Benzene Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

But yl benzyl pht hal ate
Chl or of orm

1, 2- DCA

| sophor one

Met hyl ene Chl ori de
Lead

Exposure Assessnent

The McColl Site is located in an area zoned for single famly residences. Residential hones are
| ocated adjacent to the Site on the east and south boundaries with the nearest hone |ocated
approxi mately 200 feet fromthe sunps. It is assuned that no future residential devel opnent will
occur on the McColl Site sunps and that the surrounding areas are likely to continue to support
residential hones. Based on the current and expected future uses of the McColl Site, residentia
adults and children living in the vicinity of the Site represent potential exposed popul ati on

G oundwater is not currently used as a source of potable water within the MColl Site. Water
for adjacent communities is supplied by the local water district through a municipa

di stribution system No shallow donestic wells are known to exist in the vicinity of the Site
and irrigation water is supplied by the Gty of Buena Park. Therefore, no conpl ete exposure

pat hways for chemicals in groundwater exist under current |and use scenarios. However, potentia
future uses of the surrounding areas may result in the devel opnment and use of private and
nmuni ci pal water supply wells.

Based on an evaluation of current and future conditions at the McColl Site, the following
exposure pathways were identified and evaluated for this risk assessnent:

. incidental ingestion and dernmal absorption of chemcals in groundwater; and
. inhal ation of chem cals rel eased from groundwat er during donestic uses

To quantify human heal th risks, exposure point concentrations (EPCs) of the chenmicals in
groundwat er appropriate to each specific exposure pathway at each appropriate receptor |ocation
wer e devel oped. Potential exposures to groundwater were estimated based on chem cal s al ready
existing in groundwater, as observed in the selected set of onsite wells. No groundwater
transport or contam nant |eaching nodeling was perforned for this risk assessnment. Furthernore
it was assuned that the chem cal concentrations are unlikely to increase or decrease in the
future. Concentrations of volatile chenmicals in air released from potable water were
conservatively estimted using EPA's default volatilization constant (0.5 ng/nB/ng/L)

(EPA, 1991b).

Aver age concentrations fromthe three groundwater sanpling rounds were used to represent the
EPCs fromthe wells identified fromthe screening analysis. EPCs representing background were
devel oped based on the arithmetic average of data collected fromthree off-site wells over three
quarters. Potential risks were eval uated based on doses that were estimated both for a
reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE) estimate and a nore probabl e estimate of exposure.



Ri sk Characterization

EPA has established an acceptable range of risk (1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 excess cancer risks) for
known or suspected carcinogens at Superfund sites. If the calculated risks exceed 1 x 10-4
excess cancer risks, then remediation is usually required. For noncarcinogenic effects, a hazard
index (H') in excess of 1 generally indicates an unacceptable condition requiring renediation
(EPA, 1992b).

The results of the risk assessnent indicate that with the exception of the RVE exposures for
well W4 (flowunit D), the carcinogenic risks associated with the regional aquifer are bel ow or
within the acceptable range of 1 x 10-6 and 1 x 10-4. The average and RME risks for well P-5L
(flowunit C are below 1 x 10-6. The RVE cancer risks associated with well W4 are 3 x 10-4 and
1 x 10-4 for adults and children, respectively, and are slightly above the target risk of 1 x
10-4. Arsenic is the primary chem cal contributor to the overall risks. However, the
concentrations of arsenic observed in well W4 are bel ow the ML.

The potential risks associated with chem cals detected in background wells were al so esti nat ed.
As indicated above, the only available site-specific background data are for the D fl ow zone.
Under an average exposure scenario, the total background risks are below or within the
acceptable range of 1 x 10-6 and 1 x 10-4. On the other hand, the estimated RVE cancer risks
attributed to chemcals detected in background wells are 2 x 10-4 and 1 x 10-4 for adults and
children, respectively, and are prinarily associated with the ingestion of beryllium Al though
the RVE risks are slightly above the target risk rage, the RMVE background risks are conparabl e
to the estimated risks associated with regional well W4. A sumary of the total carcinogenic
ri sks associated with the selected wells screened in the regional aquifer, including background
wells, is provided below. The estinmated risks using Cal/EPA CSFs are presented in parentheses.



SUMVARY OF TOTAL CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS (REG ONAL AQUI FER)

Average Ri sk RMVE Ri sk Aver age Ri sk
Flow Unit Well Adul t Adul t Child
C (P-5L) 2 x 10-7 (2 x 10-7) 7 x 10-7 (1 x 10-6) 2 x 10-7 (3 x 10-7)
D (W4) 5 x 10-5 (5 x 10-5) 2 x 10-4 (3 x 10-4) 8 x 10-5 (8 x 10-5)

D (background wel I s) 4 x 10-5 (5 x 10-5) 2 x 10-4 (2 x 10-4) 7 x 10-5 (8 x 10-5)

RMVE Ri sk
Child

3 x 10-7 (5 x 10-7)
1 x 10-4 (1 x 10-4)
1 x 10-4 (1 x 10-4)



The | owest and hi ghest estinmated risk values for individual wells screened in the perched flow
zones are 6 x 10-6 and 4 x 10-3. The lowest risk is associated with chem cals detected in well
P-3S (flow zone A) for adult receptors under an average exposure scenari o. The hi ghest estimated
ri sk corresponds to chenmicals detected in well W6A (flowunit C for child receptors under an
RVE exposure scenario. The prinmary exposure pathway contributing to the overall risks is from

i ngestion of groundwater. Arsenic in well P-3S and berylliumin well WG6A are the prinmary

chem cals responsible for the nmgjority of the risks.

The potential noncarcinogenic effects associated with the exposure pathways eval uated above were
conbined in the same manner as was done for the carcinogenic effects to yield total Site Hs. O
the three potentially conpl ete exposure pat hways eval uated, ingestion of groundwater contributes
nost to overall noncarcinogenic health effects

The noncarci nogenic H's associated with regional well P-5L are below the target H level of 1
Conversely, the noncarcinogenic H's associated with regional well W4 are slightly above the
target H level and are prinarily associated with arsenic. However, as stated above, the
concentrations of arsenic observed in well W4 are below the MCL. The H's associated with
background wells are slightly above the target level and are prinarily attributed to nanganese
A summary of the cumul ative noncarcinogenic H's is provi ded bel ow.

SUMVARY OF TOTAL NONCARCI NOGENI C HAZARD | NDEX ( REG ONAL AQUI FER)

Average H RVE H Average H RVE H
Flow Unit (Well) Adul t Adul t Child Child
C (P-5L) 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.9

D (W4) 1 2 3 4

D (background wel | s) 0.9 1 2 3

The | owest and hi ghest noncarcinogenic H's associated with wells screened in the shall ow zones
are 0.4 (P-3S) and 300 (W6A). Anal ogous to the carcinogenic risks, the |owest and highest H's
correspond to adult receptors for an average exposure scenario and to children under a RVD
exposure scenario, respectively. The ingestion of manganese is the prinmary chem cal and
exposure pathway contributing to the overall total H fromwell WG6A

Incremental risks may be estinmated by subtracting background carcinogenic risks and
noncarcinogenic H's fromthe total carcinogenic and noncarci nogeni c chem cal -and pat hways-
specific risks. If the incremental risks exceed the target risk ranges, it is possible that
these risks are associated with site-related activities rather than anbient conditions. In the
case of arsenic, the increnental cancer risks are above the target risk level for the RVE ADULT
EXPOSURE SCENARI O and the incremental H's are above the target range for the average and RVE
child exposure scenari o. However, the concentrations of arsenic detected in background wells and
well W4 are bel ow the arsenic MCL of 50 g/ L.

Anal ytical data from sanpl es obtai ned during test punping of Coyote nunicipal well 12A show that
nmanganese was al so detected slightly above the Federal secondary drinking water standard. G ven
t hat nmanganese was detected in sanples collected froma crossgradient nunicipal well, it is
possi bl e that nanganese detected in onsite groundwater wells in the perched and regional zones
is naturally occurring. However, it should be noted that the concentrations of nanganese
specifically in well W6A, are several orders of magnitude greater than the Federal secondary
drinking water standard, the levels in Coyote Well 12A, and the three upgradi ent background
wel | s.

Uncertainty

There are nunerous sources of uncertainty associated with the nethodol ogi es and data used in
this risk assessnment that tend to limt the confidence in the resulting quantitative estinates
of carcinogenic risks and non-carci nogeni ¢ hazards. Uncertainty is unavoi dable in quantifying
health risks, and nmany paraneters are not well known (toxicity values) or contain significant



variability. Thus, it is expected that the risks are conservative at |east to sonme degree
Therefore, actual risks may be |ower than those estimated for both the nore probabl e average
and RME cases.

Concl usi ons

In summary, given the inherent uncertainties, the exposures that are nost likely to pose excess
car ci nogeni ¢ ri sks and noncarci nogeni c hazard effects at the McColl Site are those experienced
by residential receptors who are exposed to COPCs in groundwater by incidental ingestion. The
chem cals that contribute nbost to these excess carcinogenic risks include arsenic and beryl|ium
in wells screened in the perched aquifer. Arsenic was identified as a COPC in soil sanples
collected fromthe Site, whereas berylliumwas not. The concentrations of berylliumin
groundwat er may be attributed to the | eachability of naturally-occurring chemcals in the vadose
zone due to the low pH in groundwater

It is unlikely that locally perched groundwater woul d be classified as a potable source because
perched groundwater is not present in sufficient volune to serve as an excl usive source of
future water supply. However, it is inportant to evaluate the potential health risks of perched
groundwat er because it is possible that sone areas of the perched zone are hydraulically
connected to the deeper regional aquifer which serves as a potential drinking water source.

Car ci nogeni ¢ risks associated with wells screened in the deeper regional aquifer are within and
are slightly above (RVE scenario) the established risk range (1 x 10-4 to 1 x 10-6). In
addi ti on, noncarcinogenic hazard effects may occur from groundwater ingestion of chemcals
detected in] wells screened in the regional aquifer. However, the concentrations of the
risk-driving chemcals in the regional wells are either bel ow the correspondi ng MCL (arsenic) or
appear to be within background | evel s (nmanganese).

The potential risks associated with thi ophene-based conpounds coul d not be assessed
quantitatively because of the lack of EPA-verified toxicity criteria. The odor threshold
concentration (OTC) for THT, which is the concentration at which 50 percent of the popul ation
can detect an odor, is 0.6 ppb or 0.0018 ng/nB. In conparison to nost chenicals, THT can be
detected at relatively | ow concentrations.

Vi, DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

This section will describe four alternatives that EPA has evaluated in selecting the final
cleanup plan for the Site. The four alternatives were eval uated and conpared to the nine
criteria required by the NCP (40 CFR § 300.430(e)(9)) in the Feasibility Study Report,

G oundwat er Qperable Unit, MColl site (EPA, February 1996). The nine criteria are described in
greater detail in Part VIIl of this decision docunent, entitled Summary of Conparative Anal ysis
of Alternatives.

The Draft Feasibility Study (ENVIRON) and the work l|eading up to the Draft was provided by MsSG
to EPA. EPA revised portions of the MSG text and finalized the docunent on February 7, 1996.

The general Renedial Action ojective (RAO for groundwater at the site is long-term protection
of potable groundwater for public health purposes and to ensure its current and future
beneficial use as a source of drinking water supply.

A Al ternative #1

The NCP requires that a no-action alternative be considered at every site. The no-action
alternative usually serves prinarily as a point of conparison to other alternatives; howeve, in
this case it was considered. There are no costs, except nonitoring, associated with this
alternative.

B. Al ternative #2

Institutional controls that would limt future use of groundwater in the vicinity of the site
woul d prevent non-natural mgration of waste fromthe perched to the regional aquifer. Under
this alternative. EPA or a Responsible Party would negotiate limtations on the use of
groundwat er beneath the adjacent properties with the owners.



I mpl erentation of offsite institutional controls would require determ nation of an appropriate
PRG for THTs upon which to base the lateral extent of controls required or reconmended. EPA
recommends 3.6 ppb as the PRG for total THT conpounds. This is based on an MSG anal ysis of
donestic use performed during the Rl. It is anticipated that affected properties outside the
current site property boundaries could include adjacent residential properties along Tiffany and
Fai rgreen, the golf course property adjacent to the southern boundary, and possibly Island Drive
residential properties.

Wil e there are no capital costs associated with this alternative there are costs associ at ed
wi th conducting negotiations and nmany adjacent property owner nay be reluctant to agree to the
limtations. the costs of this alternative are estimted at $744,000 to $1,934,000 in addition
to the nonitoring costs.

C. Al ternative #3

This is the alternative selected in this decision docurent. Mdifications to the sel ected
alternative are outline in Section X, Statutory Determ nations, Docunentation of Significant
Changes (page 26). This alternative would include eval uation, design, and construction of
infiltration controls to significantly (order of nagnitude) reduce surface water infiltration
from baseline estinmates. Measures/controls for consideration during design nmay include sone or
all of the follow ng:

. Onsi te nanagenent of surface water running onto the site property;
. Li ni ng existing major drainage channels with | ow perneability nmaterials;
. Grading or nodifying (through placenent of |ow perneability soils) areas adjacent

to, but outside of the planned closure contai nment system

. G oundwat er nmonitoring (including additional wells) to denonstrate that the
infiltration controls are effectively preventing further mgration of site
contam nants to and throughout the regional aquifer; and

. Site nmaintenance and security until final O%M plans take effect under the source
operabl e unit renedy.

The groundwater renedy (Alternative #3) is intended to work in conjunction with the source
remedy, and together will achieve the anticipated goal of protection of groundwater resources

There woul d be a capital cost of $744,000 to $1,934,000 for this alternative in addition to the
nonitoring costs. The likely net present value woul d range between $2, 294, 000 and $3, 484, 000.

D. Al ternative #4

This alternative would extract water fromthe deeper aquifer and treat this water at the site
surface. It was assuned that granul ar activated carbon (GAC) would be used to treat water
however, additional treatability studies would have tobe perfornmed to determ ne efficacy. The
treated water would be reused as irrigation water, discharged to surface water, or reinjected
into the groundwater through wells. This alternative would al so include groundwater nonitoring
The rate of extraction was estinmated at 6 gpm and the groundwater woul d be drawn from existing
nmoni toring wells.

The total estinmated capital costs for this alternative range from $1, 648,000 to $2, 904, 000. The
annual operation and mai ntenance costs woul d be $383, 000 plus additional nonitoring wells and
nonitoring. The net present value is estimated to be $5, 707,000 to $6, 963, 000

VIII. SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In the Feasibility Study, alternatives were devel oped assum ng that alternative #3 nay include
conponents of #2 and that #4 may include conponents of #3 and #2. In the presentation of

alternatives for conparative purposes each alternative is evaluated based on its own nerits.

A Protection of Hunman Health and The Environnent



Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether an alternative provides
adequat e protection fromexposure to contam nation and describes how risks for the exposure
pat hways are elimnated or reduced

Because there are no current exposure pathways and concentrations of contam nants in the
regional aquifer fall within the acceptable risk range, all of the alternatives are sufficiently
protective of hunman health

B. Conpl i ance Wth ARARS

The prinmary applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) that have been
identified for the groundwater at the McColl site are the federal MCLs and non-zero Maxi mum
Cont ami nant Level Goal (MCLGs) as pronul gated and applied under the Safe drinking Water Act and
State MCLs. Chenical of concern in the regional aquifer either already neet MCLs, have
background concentrati ons above MCLs, or appear as |ocalized occurrences. Chem cals of concern
have been detected in perched groundwater at concentrati on exceeding MCLs. The perched
groundwat er woul d provide insufficient yield to be used as a sole source of groundwater and as a
result is not considered to be subject to the MCLs as ARARs. It should be noted that the
mgration of site contam nants (THTs) fromthe perched to the regional aquifer indicates a
possi bl e pathway for future contam nant mgration

For the purpose of conparing alternatives, all of the alternatives generally conply with ARARs,
When eval uating relevant environmental law it is inportant to recognize that the limted
contami nation of the regional aquifer by THTs affects the secondary water quality standards of
taste and odor. Secondary standards are "to be considered" in the evaluation process. In
conparing alternatives in light of THT contamination, all of the alternatives, with the
exception of the no-action, would serve to prevent further mgration of THTs in the regi ona
aqui fer.

EPA recommends that all of the interested agencies and parties work to determ ne an appropriate
site-specific concentration for eval uation of THTs. EPA recommends, based on an anal ysis of
donestic use perfornmed during the R, that a PRG concentration of 3.6 ppb total THTs be used for
the five year reviewin evaluating the effectiveness of the renedy in the regi onal aquifer

C Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Long termeffectiveness and pernmanence refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over tine.

Alternatives 3 and 4 are considered nore pernmanent and effective than alternatives 1 and to a

| esser degree 2, due sinply to the fact that they would serve to prevent future contam nation o
the regional aquifer and woul d therefore be nbst protective over tinme. Alternative 3 is
considered nore effective than Alternative 4 because it would not generate treatnent residuals
or require constant energy and resources whi ch have secondary environnental effects.

D. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treat nent

Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatnent refers to the preference for a
remedy that uses treatment to reduce health hazards, contam nant migration, or the quantity of
contam nants at the site.

Wiile Alternative 4 is the only alternative to consider treatnment, the volunme of contamni nants
treated is expected to be very |low. The volume of groundwater extracted is estinmated at 6 gpm
and woul d contain contaminants in the parts per billion range. The treatnent process woul d
generate residuals and require frequent nai ntenance.

E. Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Short-termeffectiveness refers to the period of tinme needed to conplete the remedy and to
prevent adverse inpacts on hunman health and the environnent that nay be posed during
construction and inplementation of the remedy. Since a conplete health and safety plan woul d
be inplenmented prior to the construction of the renedies, short-term adverse inpacts during
construction of the renmedi es would be m ninized



Al of the alternatives could be inplenented in a reasonable tinefrane. Alternative 4 would
likely] take the longest to i nplenent and woul d have to consider a site-specific renediation
goal for THTs. Alternatives 3 and 4 woul d provide the naxi num short-termeffectiveness in
reducing the THTs in the regional aquifer

Alternatives 1 and 2 present the mninumshort-terminpacts of the alternatives consi dered.
Short-terminpacts associated with Alternative 3 are limted to the risk posed to workers
wor ki ng wi th heavy equi pnent during the construction of the infiltration controls; there are no
foreseeable risks to the comunity. Aternative 4 has sone short-termrisks for workers and
possi bly sone risks associated with operation of construction equi pnrent in the comunity.

F. Inmpl emrentability

Inpl emrentability refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a renmedy, including
the availability of materials and services needed to inplenment the selected renedy. It also
i ncl udes coordination of Federal, State, and |ocal governnents during cleanup of the site

Wth the exception of the no further action Alternative (#1), Alternative #3 would be the
easiest to inplenent. Alternative #3 can be directly integrated with the construction of the

cl osure and contai nment system and nay not require any conpl ex negotiations regarding
institutional controls (Alternative #2) or permts (or coordination) for operation of treatnent
system (Alternative #4). Alternatives #2 and #4 would al so require significant additiona
communi ty invol venent which can conplicate the inplenentation process

G Cost

This criterion exam nes the estinated costs for each renedial alternative. For conparison
capital costs and annual O&M costs are used to calculate a total net present worth cost for each
alternative.

Costs between alternatives 1,2 and 3 conpare well. Al of these three include annual nonitoring
($139,000). Al alternatives would include at |east one additional nonitoring well ($146,400),
and Alternative #4 woul d include $77,900 for nonitoring of extraction wells. The costs of
conducting the negotiations under alternative #2 are not assessed but could be significant.
Alternative #4 al one woul d have total estimated capital costs ranging from $1, 648,000 to

$2, 904, 000 annual operation and nai ntenance costs woul d be $383, 000 plus additional nonitoring
well's and nonitoring, and the net present value is estimated to be $5, 707,000 to $6, 963, 000.

In the Feasibility Study, alternatives were devel oped assum ng that alternative #3 nay include
conponents of #2 and that #4 may include conponents of #3 and #2. In the presentation of
alternatives for conparative purposes each alternative is eval uated based on its own nerits.

H. St at e Accept ance

The State of California has commented in support of the renedy selected with the conment that
offsite institutional controls should be considered in addition to the infiltration controls.
EPA has addressed this concern by requiring that offsite institutional controls be inplenented
at the five year reviewin the event that the regional aquifer beyond the current site boundary
is found (in nore than one offsite well) to contain site-specific contam nants above State or
Federal MCLs or the above the recommended or revised PRG for THTs.

l. Communi ty Acceptance
The community has supported the selected renedy during the comment period of the public neeting
No specific witten comments were received during the public comrent period. The public neeting
comments are provided in Attachment B

I X SELECTED REMEDY

EPA has selected Alternative #3 as the renedy for the McColl Superfund Site. The sel ected
remedy for contam nated groundwater at the McColl Site consists of:

. Eval uati on, design, and construction of infiltration controls to significantly



(order of nmagnitude) reduce surface water infiltration from baseline estinates.
Measures/controls for consideration during design may include sone or all of the
foll owi ng:

- Onsi te nanagenent of surface water running onto the site property.
- Li ni ng exi sting major drainage channels with | ow perneability nmaterials.

- Grading or nodifying (through placenent of |ow perneability soils) areas
adj acent to, but outside of the planned cl osure contai nnent system

- G oundwat er nmonitoring to denonstrate that the infiltration controls are
effectively preventing further mgration of site contam nants to the
regi onal aquifer (in excess of Federal or State MCLs or the
site-specific PRG for THITs).

- Institutional controls at the five year reviewin the event that the
regi onal aquifer beyond the current site boundary is found (in nore than
one offsite well) to contain site specific contam nants above State or
Federal MCLs or above the reconmmended or revised PRG for THTs.

- Site Maintenance and Security until final O%M plans take effect under
the source operable unit renedy.

I mpl erentation of this remedy will prevent the spread of groundwater contam nation and reduce
the possibility of future contamination of the regional aquifer, thereby reducing any future

ri sk of exposure to contam nated groundwater. These controls will renmain in-place in perpetuity
along with the closure and contai nment system Because the source operable unit remedy does
result in hazardous substances renmining on the site above heal th-based | evel s, the groundwater
remedy five year review shall apply coincident with the source renedy five year review Based
on an estimated construction conpletion of 1997, the initial five year revieww |l occur in
2002.

The decision to select Alternative 3 as the renedy is based on a conparative analysis of the
alternatives presented above and provides the best bal ance of trade-offs with respect to the
nine evaluation criteria.

A long-term groundwat er nonitoring programshall be inplenented to evaluate the effectiveness
of the infiltration controls and to denonstrate continued achi evenent of Federal or State MCLs
and the proposed (3.6 ppb) or revised PRG for total THTs.

X STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment as required by Section 121
of CERCLA. The sel ected renedial action, when conplete, shall conply with applicable or rel evant
and appropriate environnental standards established under Federal and State environnental |aws.
The selected renmedy is cost-effective and consi dered permanent treatnent technologies to the
maxi mum extent practicable. The follow ng sections di scuss how the sel ected renedy for the
McCol | groundwat er contam nation operable unit neets these statutory requirenents.

A Protection of Public and the Environnent

Prevention of further future degradation of the regional aquifer fromsite contam nants wll
protect the aquifer as an inportant natural resource and prevent any future unacceptabl e
exposures fromsite contam nants via groundwater usage. The inplenentation of this remedy will
not create any short-termrisks to the commnity nor any negative cross-nedia inpacts.

B. Attai nment of ARARs
Al ARARs will be net by the selected renedy. The selected remedy will naintain conpliance with

chem cal -specific ARARs by reducing mgration of contamnants to the regional aquifer. There are
no action specific or |location specific ARARs.



C. Cost - Ef f ecti veness

EPA bel i eves the selected renedy is cost-effective and addresses the contam nated groundwat er
within a reasonabl e period of time. The selected remedy fulfills the nine criteria of the NCP
and provides overall effectiveness in relationto its cost.

Al ternative #3 has a capital cost of approxi mately $744,000 to $1, 934,000 and an approxi nate
annual O&M cost of $146,000. The net present value is $2,294,000 to $3, 484,000 based on an
assuned 20-year project life.

D. Use of Pernmanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource
Recovery Technol ogi es to the Maxi mum Extent Practicabl e

The prinmary rationale for selection of Alternative #3, the preferred alternative, is that it
provi des the best bal ance of long-termeffectiveness versus cost, and it is relatively easy to
inpl enent. The sel ected renedy was eval uated agai nst treatnent technol ogies that were determ ned
to be | ess cost effective. EPA has determined that the sel ected renedy provi des the best bal ance
of long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, and vol unme through
treatnent; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability; and cost effectiveness. The sel ected
remedy has al so been accepted by the State and conmunity.

E. Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

Wil e contamnants in the groundwater will not be extracted and treated, it is inportant to
point out that natural degradation processes will be closely nonitored. EPA considered treatnent
as an alternative in the evaluation process and determined that it was not cost-effective or

i npl enent abl e when conpared with the preferred alternative.

F. Docunent ation of Significant Changes

EPA considered institutional controls as a part of its description of all renedial actions in
the GAFS. However, for the purposes of conducting the conparative analysis, in the GANFS, EPA
eval uated each renedial alternative individually (versus curul atively). Accordingly, because the
Proposed Pl an fact sheet is based on the conparative analysis, it only discussed infiltration
controls without institutional controls for Alternative 3.

Consistent with the GANFS, EPA has incorporated institutional controls in the final renedy as a
contingency neasure for the regional aquifer. Specifically, institutional controls shall be
considered at the five year review if the regional aquifer beyond the current site boundary is
found (in nore than one offsite well)to contain site-specific contam nants above State or
Federal MCLs or above the recommended (3.6 ppb) or revised PRG for total THTs. Institutiona
controls were included prinarily to address State concerns.

<I MG SRC 0996154C
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ATTACHMVENT B

MARCH 14, 1996
PUBLI C MEETI NG COMVENTS

M. Felter: I hereby declare the conment period open. Wuld anyone |like to comment on the
proposed pl an?

M Bushey: Yes. My nane is Dave Bushey, B-u-s-h-e-y. | live at 1819 Fairgreen Drive in
Ful lerton. And | agree with your plan as proposed. And | thank you for all your work.

M. Felter: Thank you. Do we have any ot her comments?

M. Bennett: Yes. My nane is Chuck Bennett, B-e-n-n-e-t-t. I'ma resident of Fullerton and part
of the FHCA. | would like to make the comment that the selection of #3 or #1 woul d have been the
fastest alternatives at inplenentation. And |'mpleased to see that the Agency has chosen one of
the pronpter renedial plans for the groundwater

And | think -- ny sense of the community is that they are supportive of either #1 or #3 as the
choi ces.

M. Felter: Thank you. Yes, sir?

M. Siegel: M/ narme is Gene Siegel, Si-e-g-e-l. | live at 2617 Tiffany Pl ace. Looki ng over four
alternatives, | would agree with EPA that Alternative #3 does nake the nost sense. From | ooking
at the factors of overall protection, |long-termeffectiveness, cost effectiveness, and
short-termrisk, if you look at all four of those factors, they seemto be the best overall of

all the alternatives.

M. Felter: Thank you. Do | have anot her comment?

M. 4 quin: Yes. It's Alex richard dquin, Ol-g-u-i-n. My address is 1506 Baronet Place, Gty
of Fullerton. I'ma nenber of FHCA | agree with Alternative #3.

There is a concern | have regarding down the road that |ong-term nmai ntenance and nonitoring,
that diligence is served. And that | would hope that in the issuing of the rod, that an

expl anation woul d be made and coments given by US EPA regarding that MSG will stand by and
monitor the wells and that we will not have problens hereafter, once the 30-year period is over
or mai ntenance of the cap and inplenentation of their orders.

M. Felter: Thank you. |'ve just been rem nded that several tines this evening during this
period the initials FHCA have been used. For the record, that stands for the "Fullerton Hlls
Communi ty Association.”

Do | have any other comments?

Al right. Wll, hearing no others, | officially conclude the official comrent period and turn
the neeting over to Mke and Brian for general questions. Thank you
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I.  OVERVI EW

On March 6, 1996, the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a Proposed Plan stating
EPA' s preference for the groundwater cleanup alternative for the McColl Superfund Site in

Ful lerton, California. EPA's preferred renedy is Additional Infiltration Reduction Measures
(Alternative #3 presented in the Feasibility Study Report, G oundwater QOperble Unit, MColl
Superfund Site (EPA, February 1996)). Under this alternative, engineered controls would be used
to reduce the infiltration of site surface water and thereby reduce the mgration of perched
contam nated groundwater to the regional aquifer. The controls could include I|ining of ngjor
drai nage channels, reduction in infiltration through grading or placing | ow perneability
materi al s outsi de of channels, and onsite nanagenent of surface water running onto the site.
This alternative also includes |ong-termgroundwater nonitoring. A 30-day public coment period
foll oned the issuance of the Proposed Plan. This Responsiveness Summary is a witten sumary of
the comments EPA received during the public comrent period and EPA' s responses to these
comrents. After consideration of the public comments and review of the adm nistrative record,
EPA has selected Additional Infiltration Reduction Measures. This final renedy is enbodied in
the Record of Decision (ROD).

Al of the community's responses to the Proposed Plan were in favor of the sel ected renedy,
Alternative #3. The oil conmpany PRPs, the McColl Site Group (MSG, support the selection of
alternative #3 with some exceptions and coments that are presented in Section 3 of this
Responsi veness Summary. The State of California, Departnent of Toxic Substances Control (DTSO),
has comented in support of Alternative #3. The DISC has sonme coments on the Proposed Pl an that
are presented in Section 3 of this Responsiveness Summary.

I1. HSTORY CF COWUN TY | NVOLVEMENT

Communi ty nenbers have been involved with the McColl Superfund Site since the beginning of the
investigation process. Agencies initiated investigations at the Site as a result of odor and
heal th conpl aints received fromresidents beginning in July 1978. Community concern increased
gradual Iy through 1980. The efforts of Canpaign for Econom ¢ Denocracy (CED), a statew de
consuner and environnental organi zation, and a speech given to residents by Lois G bbs
president of the Love Canal Honmeowners Association, focused nedia attention on the Site and
hei ght ened conmuni ty awar eness about McColl. due to the increasing comunity concerns and
potential border zone property determ nations, the California Departnment of Health Services
(DHS), now the Departnent of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), organi zed a public hearing in the
fall of 1980.

I ndi vi dual menbers of the comunity continued to be involved in discussions and deci sions
related to the Site through 1984, when EPA and DHS announced that the Site woul d be renedi ated
usi ng the excavation and redi sposal alternative. Comunity coments received at the first public
hearing indicated strong community support for this decision. Following the California State
Court injunction blocking the State frominpl enenting the renedy, sonme comunity nenbers
expressed increasing frustration at delays in the cleanup process. This frustration led to the
formati on of the McColl Action Goup. This nei ghborhood commttee participated actively in
decisions related to the Site from 1985 through 1991. EPA and DHS were often invited to make
presentations to the group. The group subsequently di sbhanded in 1991. Another community group
the Fullerton H1lls Comunity Association (FHCA), was founded in 1991. This group has had i nput
into site-rel ated deci sions.

El ected officials al so have expressed interest in the Site, nost notably forner Congressnan
Dannereyer. All elected officials in the area are on the nailing list for the Site, and receive
all information related to site activities. Starting in 1986, EPA and DTSC have held regul ar
neetings as part of the Interagency Conmmttee. The conmmittee is conprised of the following
agencies: EPA, DISC, the Gty of Fullerton, South Coast Air Quality Managenment District Gty of
Buena Park, Orange County Environnental Health, California Regional Water Quality Control Board
California Departnent of Health Services' Drinking Water Branch, and California Environnental
Protection Agency's O fice of Environnental Health Hazard Assessnent.

Community participation has focused on the source operable unit, and there has been |imted
conmmunity participation in groundwater issues

The alternatives considered for protection of groundwater are described in the Proposed Pl an



Fact Sheet included in Exhibit A° No witten comments fromthe comunity were recei ved during
the public comment period. All community comrents that were nade during the Public Meeting held
on March 14, 1996 were in support of the selected renedy. Witten comments on the Proposed Pl an
wee received from MsG and DTSC, Both MSG and DTSC support the selection of Alternative #3. EPA
has taken community concerns into account in selecting the renedy. EPA believes the sel ected
remedy is protective of hunman health and the environnent, will be conpleted in a reasonable
anmount of time with lowrisk to the community, and is cost-effective.

Throughout the renedi al process, EPA and DTSC have continued to conduct a variety of comunity
relations activities. Activities have included public neetings, small group neetings, regular
mai ling to conmmunity menbers, a toll-free infornmation line, an on-site open house, and regul ar
contact with the nedia to provide infornmation.

EPA and DTSC will continue to work closely with the comunity throughout the entire renediation
process to keep residents informed of progress at the Site. EPA and DTSC will nonitor community
interests and concerns, and will conduct comunity relation activities as needed to address

t hose concerns.

[ SUMVARY COF PUBLI C COMVENTS RECEI VED DURI NG PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD AND AGENCY RESPONSES
PART | - SUMVARY AND RESPONSE TO LOCAL COMMUNI TY COMMENTS

The local comunity expressed its support of the proposed renedial action at the public hearing
on the proposed plan held on March 14, 1996. No witten comments on the proposed plan were
received fromthe community. EPA acknow edges and appreciates the input of the |ocal conmmunity.

The public hearing had two conponents. The first part of the evening was a brief summary of the
status of the closure and contai nnent system (source operable unit). There were sonme questions
fromthe audi ence, with responses from EPA. Those questions and answers will not be repeated
here, but appear in the transcript of the hearing. A copy of the hearing transcript is attached
to the Responsiveness Summary as Exhibit B.

The second part of the hearing was devoted to the groundwater proposed plan and was designed to
recei ve public comments on the proposed plan. Four peopl e representing nei ghborhood residents
spoke in support of the proposed plan. Because all comments fromthe |ocal comunity were in
support of the proposed plan, no EPA responses are given here. As previously stated, no witten
comrents were received fromthe | ocal comrunity during the public conment period. The public
comrents are presented as Exhibit C

PART Il - SUMVARY AND RESPONSE TO STATE AND PRP COMMENTS

Witten comments on the proposed plan were received fromthe State of California (DTSC) and the
MBG Both parties support the selection of Alternative #3, with sone comments.

A State of California, Departnent of Toxic Substances Control

The State of California' s comments, dated March 29, 1996, are presented here in their entirety
in standard print. EPA responses are in italics. The conplete letter is presented in Exhibit D

The California Departnent of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the United States
Envi ronnental Protection Agency's (U S. EPA) Proposed Plan (Plan) for the Gound Water Operable
Unit at the McColl hazardous waste site. U S. EPA issued the Plan on February 27, 1996 in the
formof a fact sheet titled "EPA McCol| Superfund Site", February 1996.

The DTSC has been given the opportunity to review and provide comments to U. S. EPA on draft

and final versions of the various docunments U S. EPA used in devel opi ng the Plan. The docurents
revi ewed included those of the renedial investigation, feasibility study (GAFS), and the

basel i ne ri sk assessnent, which were prepared by either U S. EPA's contractor or the MColl Site
G oup, the responsible parties. A so reviewed were the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents (ARARs), and the nine criteria analysis, both of which were included in the GAFS.
(A fornmal alternatives risk assessnent docunent was not prepared). |ndividuals review ng the

Pl an and the various support docunents include Dr. WIliamVance and Dr. David Chan of the
Ofice of Environnental Health Hazard Assessnent, M. Kathleen Considine of DISC s Geol ogi cal



Services Unit and Ms. Caroline Rudol ph, DISC s project nanager for the McColl Site.

The DISC s comments and concerns regarding the Plan are derived fromreview of the draft and
final docunents along with that of the Plan. The Departnent's coments on the Plan are as
follows, with Ms. Considine's cooments (related to the GAFS) provided as an attachnent to
further clarify DISC s primary concern with the presently proposed Pl an:

Proposed Pl an

Conceptual ly, US. EPA's Plan of infiltration reduction and |ong-termnonitoring appears to be
realistic and inplenentabl e considering the mninmal contamnation currently found within the

exi sting nmonitoring system The Plan, denoted as Alternative 3 in the fact sheet, does |ack an
el ement of the alternative as it was previously described in the GAFS: that of institutional
controls. Institutional controls are a neans of ensuring the efficiency and integrity of the
long-term nonitoring system DTSC recommends that U S. EPA's final Plan include at a mninumthe
contingency of placing appropriate institutional controls if data review of the conpl eted
long-termnonitoring system(i.e., including the additional one or two wells proposed as part of
the Plan) indicate that such controls are needed.

Response: EPA agrees that institutional controls should be a part of Aternative #3. The EPA
Record of Decision states, "EPA or the relvant state agency will inplenment institutional
controls as a contingency neasure. Specifically, if at the five year review the regional aquifer
beyond the current site boundary is found (in nore than one offsite well ) to contain
site-specific contam nants above State or Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) or above the
recommended (3.6 parts per billion (ppb)) or revisd prelimnary remedi ati on goal (PRG for

t et rahydr ot hi ophene (THT) conpounds, institutional controls will be inplenmented."

Ms. Consi di ne' s Menmor andum

As requested, | have reviewed the docunent Feasibility study Report, G oundwater Qperable Unit,
McColl Site (GNFS), dated February 7, 1996. The GAFS was prepared by | CF Technol ogy I ncor porated
(ICF) for the United States Environnental Protection Agency (U S.EPA). The GAFS presents the
renmedi al alternatives for contam nated groundwater at the McColl Site.

CONCLUSI ONS & RECOMMVENDATI ONS

The chosen Renedial Alternative 3 (RA 3) involves source controls, groundwater nonitoring,
infiltration reduction neasures, and institutional controls, according to the discussion on page
6-23 of the GWFS. The GAFS then nakes the statenent on page 6-41 that " ...Renedial Aternative
3 woul d be the easiest to inplement, in the event that the required area of institutional

control is reduced or elimnated with renedial action." The RA 3, as presented to the public
nakes no nention at all of institutional controls. | strongly recommend that institutional
controls be retained as part of RA 3.

The reason why institutional controls should be retained is a follows. The total horizontal and
vertical extent of contam nation has not been determned off-site in the down-gradi ent
direction. Additional groundwater nonitoring wells are proposed to resolve this issue and the
area of institutional controls cannot be adequately defined at this time. A reduction in

contami nant levels is expected after the source control and infiltration reducti on neasures are
in place. However, since the Oange County groundwater basin is non-adjudicated, without
institutional controls there is no control on the possible installation and punping of a private
well (s) inthe site vicinity. This could change the groundwater flow direction and gradi ent and
potentially pull nore contamnation fromthe site.

Response: As stated above, EPA agrees with the State, and has retained institutional controls in
the Record of Decision as a contingency neasure. (See page 6-38 of the GAFS which provides that,
"While institutional controls are included as part of Renedial Alternative 3, the size of the
area where institutional controls may need to be inplenented nay be significantly reduced or
becone not necessary.")

B. The McColl Site Goup



The MBG s witten comments, dated April 5, 1996, are presented in their entirety in Exhibit D
Many of MBG s comments do not pertain to alternative #3 of the Proposed Pl an and EPA does not
necessarily concur with those comments. However, this Responsiveness summary applies only to

Alternative #3 of the Proposed Plan, therefore only those MSG coments that are applicable to
Alternative #3 are presented here in standard print. EPA responses are in italics.

The purpose of this letter is to provide the formal comments of the McColl Site Goup ("MG')
regarding the Renedial Investigation (R), Feasibility Study (FS), R sk Assessnent (RA), and
EPA' s Proposed Plan for the Goundwater Qperable Unit at the McColl site in Fullerton
California. These conmments are prepared in response to the U S. EPA Public Comment Period which
extends to April 5, 1996

In response to Administrative Order 93-21, MSG has conducted routine groundwater nonitoring as
part of a groundwater investigation which was begun by EPA in 1989. Based upon that
investigation, as well as the Renedial Investigation Report conpleted by MSG the Risk
Assessnent conpl eted by EPA, and the feasibility Study that was initiated by MSG and
subsequently conpl eted by EPA, EPA has proposed a renedial action plan which has identified
Alternative #3 (described in the Feasibility Study Report) as the preferred alternative. NMSG
supports the selection of Alternative #3 of the Feasibility Study Report. The foll ow ng points
summari ze the results of the overall groundwater programand clarify certain aspects of the
proposed alternative that should be reflected in the Record of Decision

. EPA has rai sed concerns regarding potential difficulties in negotiating
institutional controls with adjacent |andowners. However, institutional controls
shoul d be considered for the MColl site and the area i nmedi ately south of the site
within the golf course property where inplenentation hurdles should not pose a
signi ficant probl em

Response: EPA nmaintains that it nmay be difficult to negotiate institutional controls in
residential areas south of the Ranparts sunps (i.e., along Tiffany and Fairgreen Drive). As
previously stated, EPA has retained institutional controls as a contingency neasure. At this
time, there are insufficient data available to determ ne whether institutional controls are
necessary and, if so, the scope and extent of such controls.

. Conpl etion of the surface remedy, RCRA-equival ent cover, and subsurface barrier wal
systemw ||l significantly reduce the potential for the sunmpls to inmpact groundwater
in the future. Although construction of the surface renedy will provide the primary
nmeans of reduci ng groundwater contam nants, MSG supports the additional infiltration
controls described in Alternative #3, with the exception of the use of inported | ow
pernmeability materials outside of drainage ditches and redirection of surface water
running onto the property.

Response: EPA concurs that inported | ow perneability materials outside of drainage ditches may
not be necessary. The groundwater renedy is intended to work in conjunction with the source
remedy, and together will achieve the anticipated goal of protection of groundwater resources

. Continued nonitoring and installation of up to two new nonitoring wells in the
regi onal aquifer, lining of retention ponds and primary drai nage ditches, and
reduction of infiltration through surface grading is appropriate for the site. Use
of inported | ow perneability nmaterials outside of drainage ditches and redirection
of surface water running onto the property would not provide significant benefits
relative to the cost of inplenenting these actions. Accordingly, use of |ow
pernmeability materials and redirection of surface water should be elimnated from
further consideration in the renedy.

Response: EPA agrees that the use of inported | ow perneability materials would not provide
significant reduction in infiltration relative to the cost of purchase and placenent of |ow
perneability materials Redirection of surface water nmay be addressed by onsite nmanagenent of
surface water running onto the property.



EPA has chosen to identify Qperable Unit #1 for groundwater separately from operable
Unit #2 for the surface renedy. However, it is inportant that the remedi al design
for operable Unit #1 be integrated into the design for Qperable Unit #2. |If EPA does
not facilitate tinely integration of these designed, the cost and schedule for both
renmedies will be adversely inpacted

Response: EPA agrees that the groundwater renedy is intended to work in conjunction with the source renedy, and together will

achi eve the

antici pated goal of protection of groundwater resources. EPA intends to facilitate integration of these designs.

Comment #3: Under U.S. EPA s detailed analysis of the remedial alternative "Institutional controls" (A ternative
#2), U S. EPA states that "long terminstitutional control nay be constrained by the priorities of the enforcing
agency." U 'S. EPA further states in the FS that institutional controls are "potentially difficult to inplenent in
that it involves the often conplex subject of water rights and negotiations with private property owners." The
admnistration of limted Institutional Controls is a viable renedial elenent for both Alternative #3 and for the
renmedi al strategy outlined to address THT conpounds described in Appendix A of the FS report. Institutiona
controls woul d be useful, for exanple, to assure that cross-contam nation between flow units does not occur due to
wel | construction activities. Institutional controls are expected to be necessary only for the MColl Site and a
portion of the Los Coyotes Country O ub property. two separate parcels are involved, inplenentation problens are
not antici pated.

Response: EPA nmaintains that it nmay be difficult to negotiate institutional controls in residential area south of the Ranparts

sunps (i.e.

along Tiffany and Fairgreen Drive). EPA agrees that institutional controls should be a part of Aternative #3.

The EPA Record of Decision states, "EPA or the relevant state agency will inplenent institutional controls as a contingency
neasure. Specifically, if at the five year review the regional aquifer beyond the current site boundary is found (in nore than

one offsite
r econmended
conpounds,

well) to contain site-specific contam nants above State or Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) or above the
(3.6 parts per billion (ppb)) or revised prelimnary renediation goal (PRG for tetrahydrothi ophene (THT)
nstitutional controls will be inplenented.” At this tine, there are insufficient data available for the Los

Coyotes Country dub property to determne whether institutional controls are necessary and, if so, the scope and extent of

such contro

S.

Comment #4: The Fate and Transport Study of THT Conpounds (ENVI RON, Decenber 18, 1995) indicates that THT
conpounds are bei ng degraded, probably as a result of biologically mediated processes

Additionally, the limted infiltration controls proposed in Alternative #3 and the renedi al action selected for
Qperable Unit #1 should effectively isolate the THT conpounds within the sunp areas from groundwater. G ven the
degradation of THT conpounds in groundwater and the isolation of the sunp areas form groundwater, the existing
concentrations of THT conpounds in groundwater are not likely to be a permanent condition

Response: EPA agrees that, at the McColl Site, it appears that THT conmpounds are degrading as a result of
bi ol ogi cal | y- nedi at ed processes.



EXHBITA
PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET
EPA MCol |l Superfund Site

Fullerton, California
February 1996

<I M5 SRC 0996154D>

EPA announces proposed plan for contani nated groundwater at the MCol |

The US EPA, in cooperation with the MColl site
group (MsG, conprised of shell, Unocal, Arco, and
Texaco), has conpleted the Feasibility study Report
for groundwaterl under the McColl site. EPA eval u-
ated four alternatives to address the linmed ground-
wat er contam nation found under the McColl waste
sunps (pits). EPA recommends the following alter-
native (Alternative 3) which includes:

! Reducing groundwater infiltration by |ining najor
drain Redirecting water running onto the site

! Redirecting water running onto the site

! Reducing infiltration in onsite areas which will be
outside the future closure and contai nment system

for the waste sunps

Superfund Site

TAddi ng one or two new nonitoring wells to
confirmthe contam nants generated by the site do
not (unreasonably) extend beyond the current

noni toring network.

This plan woul d reduce the possibility of contam nated
shal | ow (not usabl e) groundwater migrating to the re-

gi onal (usable) groundwater. Al though the regional
groundwat er beneath the site is not currently used, US
EPA and the State of California consider the protec-
tion of current and future water supplies essential to
the health and welfare of the comunity.



OPPORTUNI TI ES FOR PUBLI C | NVOLVEMENT

COVWMUNI TY MEETI NG PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD
You are invited to attend a community neeting, EPA wi || begin a 30 day public comrent period on
EPA will present its preferred alternative for March 6th, and requests your comments on the
addr essi ng groundwat er contam nation as well as preferred alternative as well as the other
the other alternatives. Questions and comments groundwater alternatives for the site. Witten
will also be taken at this tine. comrents are to be post-narked no later than
April 5, 1996, and should be submtted to:
DATE: March 14, 1996
M chael Mont gomrery
TI ME: 7:00 pm Renmedi al Proj ect Manager
U S EPA
PLACE: Par ks Juni or H gh 75 Hawt horne Street, nS H6-1
Musi ¢ Room Room 126 San Franci sco, CA 94105

1710 Rosecrans
Ful l erton, CA 92633

1 G oundwater - Underground water that fills pores in soil or openings in rocks to the point of saturation. Were
groundwat er occurs in significant quantity, it can be used as a water source.



BACKGROUND

Beneath the McColl waste sunps are a series of

tilted or slightly slanted |ayers of soils and cl ays.

Sore of the soil layers are nore perneable to water
than the clay layers. The McColl site has multiple
clay layers with | ow perneability. These |ayers
retard and spread the contam nated groundwat er
preventing it frommgrating downward fromthe
perched zones. Perched water refers to a body of
groundwat er above the main or regional aquifer2

Water in the regional aquifer, which |lies approxi-
materly 160 to 200 feet bel ow the surface of the
ground, stores and transnits nore water than the

<I M5 SRC 0996154E>

cont am nat ed perched zones. Previ ous groundwater
i nvestigations have found contam nants in severa
perched groundwat er zones beneath the McColl site

In 1994 the groundwater investigation was expanded
to determine if contami nants had m grated beyond

the perched zones to the deeper regional aquifer and
if the potential exists for the mgration of

contam nants to the regional aquifer. As part of the
investigation, eight new monitoring wells were
installed in the fall of 1994 and one well was
installed in the summer of 1995. These wells, al ong
with 15 pre-existing wells, formthe current network
of 24 nonitoring wells for the site. These 24 wells

2 Aquifer - An underground fornmation of material such as sand or gravel that can store or supply water to wells and

springs.



noni t or shal | ow perched zones of groundwater (10
wel | s) and groundwater in the deeper regiona

aquifer (14 wells ) (see Figure 1 for the |ocation of
these wells). The groundwater investigation was

conpl eted by MSG

U S EPA recently selected the contingency renmedy
of closure and contai nment for the waste

sunps. Thi s decision was made in Septenber of
1995 and incl uded significant community

i nvol venent .

Since our |last Goundwater Fact Sheet (August

1995), EPA has approved the Final Renedial
Investigation Report and the Final Feasibility study
Report. The following information is a genera
summary of the findings presented in those
docunent s.

GROUNDWATER | NVESTI GATI ON

G oundwat er investigation results indicate that while
contanmi nants are entering the perched groundwater
they do not appear to result in significant

contam nation of the regional aquifer. Only very

| ow concentration of tetrahydrothi ophenes (THTS),

whi ch cause the water to taste and snell bad, appear
to have reached a linited portion of the regiona

aqui fer.

The perched groundwater is not considered usable
because there is not enough water to supply a
regularly used well. The regional aquifer is
potentially usable although it is not currently used
near the site. The City of Fullerton provides
nmuni ci pal water to all residents near the site. Your
househol d tap water is not affected by contam nants
in the groundwater under the McColl site. The

wat er supply well nearest to the site is the Cty of
Fullerton's well naned "Coyote 12a," which is

| ocated approximately 3,000 feet to the southeast of
the site.



TABLE 1
PERCHED AND REG ONAL GROUNDWATER ORGANI C ANALYTI CAL RESULTS

Cont ami nants Detected Above Drinking Water Standards

Perched Vel | Regi onal Vel | Cal i fornia Drinking
Maxi mum Concentrati on Maxi mum Concentrati on Wat er St andards
Cont ami nant (ppb) (ppb) (ppb)
(ppb)
Benzene 800 (Wl W6A) NA 1
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane 2 (well P-51) 2 (vell P-5L) 0.5

Pol | utants That Snell and Taste Bad

2- Met hyl t et r ahydr ot hi ophene 43,000 (\vell-6A) 140 (vell P-5L) NA
3- Met hyl t et r ahydr ot hi ophene 31, 000 (\Vell-6A) 140 (vell P-10L) NA
Tet r ahydr ot hi ophene 17,000 (vell-6A) 150 (vell P-10L) NA

NA = Not applicable

ppb - parts per billion; a volune unit of measure.



PERCHED GROUNDWATER

The results of the Renedial |nvestigation Report
confirmthe presence of McColl site contam nants in
t he perched groundwater zones which underlie the
site. Organic (carbone-based) contam nants include
benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, 1,2-dichol oroethane
(1, 2-DCA), 2-hexanone, total xylenes, phenol, and
pyr ene

QG her McColl site organic contam nants called THTs
have m grated fromthe site to the perched
groundwat er. Most residents recall fromfield tests
conducted | ast year the pungent snell of THTs

whi ch can be detected by the hunman nose at
concentrations as low as one part per billion. These
contam nants, while not a concern based on

avai | abl e toxicol ogi cal data, can render water
unusable by making it taste and snell bad. (See
Table 1 for concentrations detected).

In addition, inorganic contam nants are found in the
perched water imedi ately downgradi ent of the

sunps. These inorganics (al so known as netals) are
nost likely a result of the acidic water fromthe
wast e sunps drawi ng, or "leaching", the nmetals out

of the native soils bel ow the sunps. The inpact of
these metals is likely to be linted to the area
directly beneath the waste sunps and is not likely to
pose a significant threat to the regional aquifer

REG ONAL AQUI FER

McCol | site contami nants (excluding the THTs) are
not present in the usable portion of the regiona
aqui fer. sone THTs may have reached the upper
(usabl e) portions of the regional aquifer and
additional nonitoring wells will be installed to
confirmthe limted extent of the THT contam nation
(see Table 1).

PUBLI C HEALTH Rl SK ASSESSMVENT

EPA conpl eted an eval uation of the public health

ri sks associated with the perched and regi ona
groundwat er. Perched groundwater falls within the
range of risks that warrant EPA action. The ngjority
of the calculated risk assiciated with the perched
water is a result of the inorganics, which occur as a
result of the acidic nature of the McColl waste

The regi onal groundwater presents a nmuch | ower

ri sk than the perched groundwater. EPA decided to
go forward with the Feasibility Study, due to the
concerns associated wth:

YThe risks calculated for the perched water

IThe possibility of exceeding state or federa
drinking water standards in the regional aquifer
inthe future

YThe possibility of exceeding water quality
standards for taste and odor in the regi ona
aqui fer.

FEASI BI LI TY STUDY

The purpose of the McColl G oundwater Feasibility
Study was to devel op and screen potential cleanup
alternatives based on the type and extent of

contami nation found during the investigation. A
range of four alternatives was considered to address
perched and regi onal groundwater contam nation



Each alternative was devel oped to neet the genera
obj ectives of:

TReduci ng the potential generation and mgration
of McColl waste constituents in the shall ower
perched water beneath the site at |evels which
could migrate and cause an unacceptable risk in
the regi onal groundwat er

IPreventing human exposure to all contam nants
at concentrations that could pose a health
concern, and reduce the potential beneficial use

of regional groundwater

The four alternatives were evaluated in the

Feasibility Study against nine criteria (see Figure 2).

EPA perforned a conparative analysis of the four
alternatives using the results of each individua
criterion. The alternatives and a summary of the
detail ed anal ysis are descri bed bel ow and presented
in the table.

ALTERNATI VES CONSI DERED
Alternative #1: NO ACTI ON

EPA consi dered the no-action alternative. The no-
action alternative would include the present |evel of
groundwat er nonitoring but woul d otherw se take

no action.

The no-action alternative would neet the criteria of
not exceedi ng drinki ng water standards and bei ng
protective of public health, based on the current
data, and assuning the perched groundwater is not
usabl e. The no-action alternative is easy to
inplenent. No significant difficulties are
anticipated in constructing or inplenenting the
groundwat er nonitoring system associated with this
alternative. Alternative 1 is relatively inexpensive
but would not be as effective as other option in
assuring that the regional aquifer is protected from
site contam nants. The cost for the no-action

alternative would be $1.5 mllion based on 20 years
of groundwat er nonitoring.

Al ternative #2: | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS

Institutional controls would preclude the use of
groundwat er beneath the site for drinking water
supply purposes. This alternative relies upon
successful negotiations for water rights with
property owners adj acent to the site and woul d
i ncl ude groundwater nonitoring. The goal of these
controls would be to prevent the mgration of
perched cont ami nated groundwater into the regiona
aqui fer that could result fromaccess through wells
in the regional or perched aquifer (not addressed by
the no-action alternative).

This alternative would neet the criteria of not
exceedi ng drinking water standards and bei ng
protective of public health, assum ng the perched
groundwater is not usable. The long-term
effectiveness of this alternative is linited as it is
based on water rights agreenments with property
owners. Since the outcone of negotiations cannot

be predicted, it is difficult to estimate if the
alternative is easy to inplenent. There are al so
regul atory agency concerns on whether any future
institutional controls could actually be enforced. It
is also difficult to estimate the costs of this
alternative. However, it would be nore expensive

than the no-action alternative ($1.5 nillion) and
could cost nore than Alternative #3.

Al ternative #3: ADDI TI ONAL
| NFI LTRATI ON REDUCTI ON
VEASURES

Al ternative #3 woul d i nclude engi neered control s

that would reduce the infiltration of surface

wat er and thereby reduce the migration of perched
cont am nated groundwater to the regional aquifer.

This reduction would include |ining of drainage
channel s, reduction of infiltration through gradi ng or



placing | ow perneability material s outside of
channel s, redirection of surface water running onto
the property and groundwat er nonitoring.

This is EPA's preferred alternative. It is nore
permanent and effective than al ernatives #1 and #2
because it woul d reduce risk associated with the
perched groundwat er and the possibility of shallow
contam nated water mgrating to the regional aquifer
t hrough natural or nan-nade pathways. |n addition,
Al ternative #3 would be sinpler to inplenent
because it can be designed and constructed in
conjunction with the planned waste pit cl osure and
contai nnent system It is a nore cost effective
alternative when conpared to the extracti on and

treatnent option. The cost for this alternative, based
on an estimate of 20 years of operation, is $2 to $3
mllion.

Al ternative #4 EXTRACTI ON ANC
TREATNMENT

Alternative #4 woul d extract water fromthe deeper
aquifer and treat this water at the site surface. The
treated water woul d be reused (e.g., as irrigation
wat er), discharged to the sewer system discharged

to surface water via stormdrain systems, or
reinjected into the ground through wells. This
alternative would al so include groundwat er

nmoni t ori ng.

This alternative, although effective, would produce
residuals fromthe treatnent systemand woul d be

nmore difficult to inplenment than other alternatives.
Alternative #4 is the nost costly of the alternatives
and woul d take the longest to inplenent. Wile
Alternative #4 would treat the extracted water, the
volume of treated naterial is expected to be snall as
woul d the overall reduction of contam nation in
groundwater. The cost for this alternative is $5 to
$7 mllion, based on 20 years of operation.



Figure 2
SELECTI NG A CLEAN- UP REMEDY

The US. EPA uses nine criteria to evaluate alternatives for cleaning up a hazardous waste site.
The nine criteria are as foll ows:

<I MG SRC 0996154F>

1) Overall Protection of human Health and the Environnent

Addr esses whether a remedy provides adequate protection of human health and the environnent and
descri bes how risks are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering
controls, or institutional controls.

2) Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)

Addresses whether a renedy will nmet all ARARs or federal and state environnmental statutes and/or
provi de grounds for invoking a waiver.

<I MG SRC 0996154G>
3) Long-term Effectiveness

Refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable protection of human health and the
envi ronnent over time, once clean-up goals have been net.

4) Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Volume and Treat nent

Refers to the anticipated ability of a renmedy to reduce the toxicity, nobility, and vol ume of
t he hazardous conponents present at the site.

5) Cost

Eval uates the estinmated capital and operation and mai ntenance costs of each alternative.

6) Short-term Effectiveness

Addresses the period of tinme needed to conplete the remedy, and any adverse inpacts on hunan
health and the environnment that nay be posed during the construction and inplenentati on period,
until the clean-up goals are achieved.

7) Inplenmentability

Refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a renmedy, including the availability
of materials and services needed to carry out a particular option.

8) State Acceptance

I ndi cates whether, based on its review of the information, the state concurs with, opposes, or
has no comment on the preferred alternative.

9) Community Acceptance
I ndi cates whet her community concerns are addressed by the remedy and whether the community has a

preference for a remedy. Al though public comment is an inportant part of the final decision, EPA
is conpelled by law to bal ance community concerns with all of the previously nentioned criteria.



For More Information

Docunents for the McColl Superfund Site are | ocated If you have questions about the Superfund cl eanup
in the information repository at: at McColl, please call or wite EPA's Community
Rel ati ons Coordinator for the site:
Ful l erton Public Library

Local H story Room Fraser Felter, Community Rel ations Coordi nat or
353 W Commonweal t h Avenue U S. EPA Region 9
Ful l erton, CA 92633 75 Hawt horne Street (H 1-1)
(714) 738-6333 San Franci sco, CA 94105
(415) 744-2181

Hour s:
Monday - Thur sday 10 am- 9 pm You nay also call EPA's toll-free Superfund hotline
Fri day 10 am- 6 pm and | eave a nessage. Your call will be returned.
Sat ur day 10 am- 5 pm The hotline nunber is: (800) 231-3075

d osed

I mportant McCol |l Superfund Site Tel ephone Nunbers
McCol | Security Ofice (714) 523-5310
California EPA Public Participation Section (916) 445-9543
U S. EPA Media Contact: Paula Bruin (415) 744-1587
United States Environnental Protection Agency PRESORTED
Regi on 9 FI RST CLASS MAI L
75 Hawt horne Street (H 1-1) U S. POSTAGE PAI D
San Franci sco, CA 94105 U S EPA
Attn: Fraser Felter Pernmit No. G 35

O ficial Business
Penalty for Private Use,
$300



EXHBIT B

MARCH 14, 1996
PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PT

McCol | Superfund Site Ml ti - Page Transcript of Proceedings, 3-14-96

McCOLL SUPERFUND SI TE

GROUNDWATER PROPOSED PLAN

Dat e: Thur sday, March 14, 1996
Commenced at: 7:10 p.m

Concl uded at: 8:20 p.m

Pl ace: Par ks Juni or Hi gh

Musi ¢ room Room 126
1710 Rosecrans
Ful l erton, CA 92633

Reporter: El i zabeth Vol z



McCol | Superfund Site
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APPEARANCES
M KE MONTGOMERY, Team Leader, US EPA
BRI AN SWARTHQUT, Project Manager, US EPA

FRASER FELTER, Community Rel ations
Coordi nator, US EPA

NATALI E A LMOUR, Community Rel ati ons
Coordi nator, |CF Technol ogy, Inc.

LI NDA LEQUI RE, Admi nistrative Assistant
for Congressnan Royce

Ml ti-PageTM Transcript of Proceedings,
Page 3

1 Fullerton, California, Thursday, March 14, 1996
2
3 MR MONTGOMVERY: Can | ask folks to sit down
4 please. W are going to get started.
5 Let's see if | can get some people to sit
6 down here. W are going to get started, it's about 7:10
7 and we're starting at 7:00 o' cl ock. Wiich neans, that we
8 started ten nminutes ago.
9 W are going to dimthe |ights so everybody
10 can fall asleep. Hopefully, people won't fall asleep.
11 And | think we will be able to run this neeting pretty
12 quickly. Hopefully, we'll get done fairly quickly. 1"l
13 try to keep ny comments brief.
14 The agenda, |1'mgoing to go through a quick
15 introduction, sort of give sonme recent background on the
16 site.
17 M/ nane is M ke Montgonery, by the way. |I'm
18 a Team Leader and a Project Manager for the MColl Site
19 Team 1've been working on the McColl site project now
20 for alittle over two years. And I'll do some
21 introductions.
22 Actual ly, if you could now rai se your hands
23 because it's dark. I'Il just do it real quick: Fraser
24 Felter with Community Relations; Al Hendricker with Shell;
25 Brian Swarthout is the other US EPA Project Manager

3-14-96
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that will be presenting tonight; Linda Lequire is in the
third row, she's from Congressnan Royce's office; and
M. MAul ey here fromthe MAul ey LCX Corporation, owner
of the golf course; and Caroline Rudolph with the State of
California; and sone other folks that work with her that
you may be famliar, Bill Vance, Steve Gaytan.
Ckay. So with that, we'll get started with
the introduction. |I'mgoing to go over sonme recent
history. Brian is going to talk briefly about the
cl osure--status of the closure and contai nnent system
design. 1'mgoing to go through a brief description of
EPA' s proposed plan for the groundwater contam nation, and
tal k about the alternatives that we considered
And then we're going to have a brief period
that's required by regulation that we allow people the
opportunity to comment on our proposed plan. And when we
get to that, if people could state their nane and neke
their comment with regards to what they think about our
pl an for the groundwater contam nation. And we'll have a
period for general questions after that for people that
had general questions.
W' Il also have a short period after Brian's
talk on the status of the closure and construction for
peopl e that have questions about that. But we may have to
cut that short, so that we can get on through the whol e

M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS
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agenda. But | think that we will probably be able to get
through this fairly quickly. W have a small group
tonight and a |l ot of people who are faniliar and know a
| ot about the site already, so we won't have to do a | ot
of background.

Recent history on the MColl site

Everybody is famliar with back in Septenmber we made a
decision to go directly to the construction of a closure
and contai nment systemfor the waste pits at the MCol
site. Shortly after that decision we anmended our
Enforcement Order with the McColl Site Goup, which is a
col l ection of oil companies that EPA has performng the
work, and we will -- in the process of anending that
order, they have been now perform ng the design for that
cl osure and contai nment system And Brian will talk a
little bit nore about that.

W al so have sent a letter to a part of the
governnent that has been found by the courts to be
involved with the disposal at the site. It happened
during the war years, Wrld War Il. And we've recently
sent a letter to both the MColl Site Goup conpani es and
the governnent to ask themto cone to the table and
participate in negotiations with EPA for the actua
construction and the | ong-term nai ntenance of that closure
and contai nnent systemfor the sunps.

Page 2 - Page 5
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W' ve gotten responses back from both

groups, and we're in the process of considering howto
proceed, whether or not to do the negotiations, or whether
or not to use the Order Authority that we've used to do
the work up to the current date, and do the construction
and t he mai ntenance under that.
W shoul d have sonme infornmation out to the
comunity in the next nonth or two as to how we are goi ng
to proceed on that front. W're also in the process of
finalizing an agreenent with the McAul ey LCX Corporation
the owners of the golf course, to release them from
liability at the site
And we've received comments fromthe MColl
Site Goup on that agreenent. And we've al so received
responses fromthe MAul ey LCX counsel responding to
coments that were raised by the oil conpanies. W're in
the process of considering both of those and deci di ng how
to nove forward on that agreenent between the US
Covernnent and McAul ey LCX Corporation
So that's a brief summary of what's been
happening recently. In terns of various talks, there has
al so been support for an action towards having O ange
County put the Ranparts portion of the property up for
sale. And if there are any questions during the genera
comments or question period, we mght have Linda--she's

McCol | Superfund Site
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1 been working on that. Linda, if you wouldn't mnd
2 answering questions with regards tothe status of the sale

3 on the Ranparts property. And EPA has been providing

4 letters to the country to assure tham of the various things
5 and the status of that transfer

6 So with that, Brian, why don't you come up

7 and give your talk on the closure and contai nment systenf®

8 MR SWARTHOUT: okay. As M ke said, ny nane is

9 Brian Swarthout. | work for US EPA. And I'mthe Project

10 Manager for the closure systemoperable unit or the

11 source-operable unit. I'mjust going to be giving a quick
12 overview of the status of what's going on with the closure
13 system As Mke said, I'Il also be taking a few

14 questions.

15 W want to keep the questions kind of short,

16 because the purpose of the neeting is for the groundwater
17 proposed plan. W will be here after the neeting to

18 answer nore questions. And we'll be having additiona

19 neetings at a later date in the comng nonths to talk

20 specifically about the closure systemand what's -- |

21 guess just further neetings for the status of the closure
22 system

23 I want to say that we're very happy because
24 the schedule -- or the design for the closure systemis
25 currently on schedule. In fact, we received the
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conceptual design fromthe MColl Site Group or the oi
conpani es on March 4th. And we are currently working on
commenting on that design

The draft conceptual design contains two
conponents. The first component is a cap. And the cap is
going to be --there will be two separate caps. One cap
will be over the Los Coyotes area. It's shown here in the
pink (Slide #2). The second cap will be here over at the
Ranparts area (Slide #2).
The cap in the Los Coyotes area is going to
be approxi matel y--excuse ne, approxinately five feet
thick. The cap in the Ranparts area is going to be a
lighter cap. It's going to be approximately three feet
thick. This cap is significantly thinner than caps that
were proposed in the past. As a result, we won't have to
be constructing any retaining walls adjacent to or al ong
this area adjacent to the hones in the Ranparts area
MR FELTER Brian, may | interrupt for a nonent?
Shoul d soneone in the audience be a little
concerned if their house is not shown on the may?
MR SWARTHOUT: Right. This was brought up
earlier. This figure obviously--well, not obviously.
But this figure is an earlier figure that we used. It's
just kind of a generalized schematic. But you can see
that there are sone houses mssing here (indicating) and
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sone houses nissing here (indicating). That is just
because this is an earlier figure.
There was no intention to | eave those houses
off for any particular reason or that the houses wll al
have to be renoved or anything like that. Those were just
left off froman earlier figure. And all the subsequent
figures, and the nore detailed figures, actually show this
area and those houses are in place
So as | said, there are going to be two
caps: One in the Los Coyotes area, one in the Ranparts
area. Anot her conponent of the caps will also be a
gas-coll ection system So this gas-collection systemwill
be constructed under the cap and will be used for the
collection and treatment of the gases that come fromthe
sunps.
The second conponent of the cl osure system
is a soil bentonite slurry wall. And bentonite--what
that basically means is they are going to be m xing soi
with bentonite, which bentonite is a type of clay. And
this will cause the slurry wall to have a | ow
perneability, and it will be used for containing gas and
the waste at the site.
And there will be two slurry walls or soi
bentonite slurry walls. One is -- they're shown here with
the red lines (Slide #2). So there will be one all the
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way around the Los Coyotes area, and one slurry wall all
the way around the Ranparts area.
The slurry walls will be constructed under
the ground surface. So when the construction is conplete,
the slurry wall will be flush with the ground surface.
The will bot be sticking up above the ground surface.
The slurry walls will be approxi mately anywhere from19 to
39 feet bel ow the ground surface.
And the reason that we chose this particul ar
cl osure system the cap in conjunction with the slurry
wall was that: One, this systemw |l be good for keeping
waste and gas inside the sunps. And it will also be good
for keeping water out of the sunps. And Mke will talk a
little bit about that with the groundwater--with the
groundwat er porti on.
As | said, we're currently reviewng the
conceptual design. Qur comments are due to the MColl
Site Goup on April 1st. And the design will actually be
finalized on Decenber. Decenber 4th of this year. And
soon thereafter construction will begin at the site.
As part of the construction, we wll
probably--or MSG will require access to the backyards of
sone of the houses that are in this area that are directly
adjacent to the site. In addition, MSGw |l be also
of fering some of the residents in this area or the
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residents in this area (indicating), tenporary, voluntary
rel ocation as part of the construction.
The other thing that | was going to talk
about tonight is the conpatibility studies that are going
on. CQurrently, MSGis performng a series of
conpatibility studies. And the conpatibility studies are
going to be used to test the conpatibility of the waste
that is currently at the site with--to test the
conmpatibility of waste with the materials that are going
to be used as part of the closure system This is the
slurry walls, the sand, the liner--there's going to be a
plastic liner that's going to be used as part of the cap.
Those tests will be testing the conpatibility of the waste
with those conponents. And we will be receiving the
results of those tests fromMSGin July of this year. So
that's one of the current things that is going on at this
time.
So at that, I'll take a few questions and
then we'll nove on.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: why is there a difference
in the thickness in the two caps?

MR SWARTHOUT: The cap in the Los Coyotes area is

thicker so that it can accommpdate the golf course. The
cap in the Ranparts area is thinner because there won't be
a need for the golf course. The final vegetative |ayer
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won't need to be as thick. And also, there is a |ot of
drilling nmud in the | ower Ranparts area which won't

accomodate a thicker cap. But primarily it's for the
gol f course

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER What is the depth of the
benzene contam nation pl ume?

MR SWARTHOUT: okay. M ke is going to talk
specifically about the groundwater plunme and the
groundwat er contam nation during the rest of the neeting,

so he can address that question. So are there any other
questions?
Then 1'"11 just turn it over to Mke. Turn

the m ke over to M ke.

MR MONTGOMERY: That question is actually an
excel l ent segue into what 1'mgoing to tal k about, which
isin the culmnation of the 15 years of placing and
nmonitoring wells, and nonitoring water quality data at the
McCol | site, and what we've | earned over the nunber of
years. And nost inportant. nost recently with the
pl acenent of a nunber of additional wells off site, is
that there doesn't appear to be a significant anount of
groundwat er contami nation at the MColl site

It's inportant, also, for people to
understand that the water that you receive in your hone
cones froma nunicipal water systemwhich is served by

M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS

1

Page 13

well's which are not in the vicinity of the site. In fact,

2 there are not a lot of -- the nearest nunicipal well is
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quite a distance, and it's actually cross gradi ent from
the site.
I want to talk about gradient, it's the

direction the groundwater flows. And the arrows here
indicate the direction that the groundwater flows
(Slide #3). And the nearest municipal well is about a
quarter of a nile over this way (indicating) or 3000 feet
this way (indicating). So it's inportant that people
recogni ze that this is not -- imediately in the adjacent
area there are not any nunicipal wells.

The groundwat er contamnmination at the MCol
site -- you can see here that 26 wells have been pl aced
over the years. And we've nonitored sone of these wells
historically back into the 80s. Sone of them have just
been recently placed at this site.

Qur understanding of the site, our
conceptual understanding of the site -- and, Brian, can
you flip to the next one over here on the left, |ooks kind
of like this. You know, what we've done over the |ast
recent fewyers is we put in alot nore wells and we've
done a |l ot of borings

And over there against the wall are sone of
the actual draw ngs that were done by hydrol ogi sts working

Page 10 - Page 13
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Site Goup that show the detailed | ayers of
these | ow perneability clays where the water that cones
through the site sort of hangs out on top of it. W call
it "perched water." It's not down in this deeper regiona
aqui fer, which is about 200 feet down.
And what we found, in general, is that this

"perched water" which comes fromthe area around the sunps

is contaminated. And it's, you know -- it's got benzene
and DCA (1, 2-Dichloroethan). So this shows the perched
water quality data (Slide #5). If you can read that, you
have better sight than i do
This shows the regional water quality data
(Slide #5). And, generally, what you see is that in areas
in perched water, for these conpounds, which would be of a
concern, if you were to drink it for your whole life, they
exceed these drinking water standards. You don't
generally see those in regional wells. This DCA doesn't
exceed the drinking water standards in this case.
But what we found is that DCA is generally
not found at the site. That was an excepti on. And what
we are showing here is the highest concentrations that we
found. W have got reans of data that shows that there
has been no contami nants detected in that regional aquifer
for a nunber of wells.
Now, what we do see is that we have fairly
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hi gh concentrations of those Tetrahydrothi ophenes, which
everybody is famliar with, not only because it's the
| ongest soundi ng chem cal but because it snells really
bad. And everybody is fanmliar with it because it's the
smell that you smell when you snell the McColl site, for
those of you that live in the neighborhood. And it's
general |y these conpounds.

And what we have found is that the

t et r ahydr ot hi ophenes have actual ly reached the regiona
aquifer in sone wells. Ther're not in other wells. And
so what we -- you know, generally, all the water quality
data tells us is that we have got shall ow contam nation
But this regional aquifer hasn't been affected by the
site, with the exception of a few areas where we have
t hese conpounds whi ch woul d make the water taste or snel
bad

And so with that infornmation, we went
forward and devel oped a feasibility study. W | ooked at
different options for how we can assure that this regiona
aqui fer stays clean. That's really the Agency's
obj ecti ve.

So we considered four alternatives. And
these are all fairly sinple, straightforward alternatives
relative to the very large and conplex alternatives that
were considered in the past on the sunps thensel ves.
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1 And this is just for addressing that groundwater 1 But, you know, we |look at this alternative,

2 contam nation. 2 and I'll get intoit alittle bit later, it's a

3 The first one is no further action. And if 3 cost-effective, preventative neasure to assure that we

4 we did that, we'd basically just continue to nonitor the 4 protect that regional aquifer

5 situation. 5 Al ternative #4 is groundwater extraction and

6 And the next one is institutional controls. 6 treatnment. Areally common way to address groundwater

7 Wen we do nonitoring and we ask for those properties that 7 contamnation is groundwater extraction and treatnent systens.
8 are adjacent to the site, but off of the site, that may 8 That would involve groundwater nonitoring. But we would

9 have contanination in that regional aquifer, we would go 9 also hook up some of these nonitoring wells wth permanent
10 to themand negotiate agreenents and restrictions on the 10 punps.

11 use of their water. and that would be basically a way to 11 We'd have to dig trenches and punp the water
12 assure that that water didn't get used -- that regional 12 back to the site. W would build a small treatnment unit,
13 groundwater didn't get used. 13 and we'd treat that water in that treatment unit and

14 Alternative #3, which is the alternative 14 discharge it to the city sewer systemor to a pond or

15 that we're proposing, is long-termnonitoring of the wells 15 sonething like that.

16 and a reduction of infiltration of site surface water in 16 The anmount of water that woul d be extracted
17 order to reduce concentrations of contam nants in the 17 would be very snall, because we don't have a | arge area of
18 perched water, and therefore to protect that regi onal 18 contam nation that we would want to draw out of the

19 aquifer fromfuture contam nation. 19 ground. The volume woul d be about six gallons per mnute
20 so what we're really concerned about is that 20 alittle bit nore or less. And your garden hose on ful

21 there is not a lot of risks posed by the site. You know, 21 blast is about four gallons, four to five gallons per

22 right now we don't have a big plunme of contami nation in 22 mnute. so think of it as alittle bit nore water than

23 that regional aquifer. So fromour perspective, the best 23 your garden hose can produce on a full stream

24 thing we can do is try to prevent the situation from 24 Can | get the other slide over here?

25 getting any worse, which we don't expect that it woul d. 25 So what we did, to go through this fairly

Page 14 - Page 17 M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS
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1 quickly, and | know this |ooks like a pretty tedious
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chart, and it can be a pretty tedious anal ysis system

And nost of you know the nine criteria because you' ve been
drug through the nine criteria a couple of tines

(Slide #7).

These two, "State Acceptance" and "Community
Acceptance." this is really why we're out here talking to
you. We are going through a formal public comrent period
to hear what peopl e think about these alternatives

State Acceptance, Caroline's here, they have

al so been intinmately involved in the process. Feel free
to comment if you want to ask them about their feelings
about the current proposed plan that EPA has
I1'"1'l go through these real quickly. Overal
protection of human health and the environnent and
conpliance with ARARs. You can kind of group these
together. And, because we don't have significant
contamnation in that regional aquifer there's really not
a big concern in terms of protection of public health.

In terns of conpliance with ARARs, because
we haven't exceeded the federal drinking water standards,
with the exception of that one data point, which we
showed, there doesn't appear to be an exceedence of any
federal drinking or State drinking water standards in that
regi onal aquifer either
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Now, granted we do have the shal |l ow
contam nati on. But those | enses of water occur in very
thin lenses. If you were to put a well in there, you
woul dn't be able to punp enough water to use those shall ow
perched contam nated units. And so therefore, that's not
really a significant concern of the Agency.
What we're concerned about is this regiona
aqui fer whi ch peopl e use down in the groundwater basin and
whi ch someone mght want to use in the future. So there
is not alot of difference between these alternatives with
regards to those two criteria. Long-termeffectiveness is
where you begin to see sone differences between
alternatives
The no-action alternative, you woul dn't
really do anything. So you woul dn't have any rea
long-termeffectiveness realized. Alternative #2, it
woul d provide sone |long-termeffectiveness in that you
woul d assure, by negotiating these agreenents, that nobody
woul d be using this water in the future
W see Alternative #3 as having a fairly

hi gh 1 ong-term ef fecti veness because you are going to put
these controls in. And over tine they would serve to
reduce the concentrations of contam nants in that perched
aqui fer. And over tinme they woul d prevent contam nants
fromspreading to the regional aquifer if that were to
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occur.

Also, with Remedial Alternative #4, that
woul d have a fairly high result too. That "Reduction of
Toxicity, Mbility, & Volune," that's sort of how nuch of
this stuff are you really going to treat? How rmuch of
these chenicals are you going to reduce and eli ni nate?

None of the alternatives, none of these
first three consider any treatment. Alternative #4 does
consider treatnent. But you have to consider that it's a
very small anmount of water that we're treating. And then
the water that we're treating has very | ow concentrations
of contam nants.

So you coul d operate that extraction

treatment systemfor years and really only effectively
treat a couple of pounds of chem cals. Wich you have got
to ask yourself when we get into the cost-effectiveness
standpoint, "Is it really worth all that effort?"

M ni m zation of short-term-- cost
effectiveness, | alnost junped over it. Cost

effectiveness, Alternative #1, doing nothing, is real
cheap.

Remedi al Alternative #2 is very difficult to
gauge how expensive that could be. Negotiating these
agreenents with adjacent properties could be conplex; it
could be very sinmple. It's kind of hard to gauge.

M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS
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Putting restrictions on properties, some people mght say,
"Wll, it's no big deal. I'"'mnot going to use the water.

| have got city water.
f ol ks.

Cost effectiveness in terns of Renedi al
Alternative #3, it's going to be relatively cheap.
Alternative #1 is about $1.5 mllion for nonitoring.
Alternative #2 is about maybe $2 to $3 nillion.
Alternative #3 is about $2 to $3 nmillion. Aternative #4
is about $5 to $7 nmillion. So #4 is quite a bit nore
expensi ve that #2 and #3. because all of theminclude
noni toring

Really, Renedial Alternative #2 is kind of
hard to gauge because you don't know how rmuch noney you
are going to spend on |l egal fees and doi ng the
negoti ati ons.

Al ternative $3 roughly cones out to
sonmewhere between three-quarters to half a mllion dollars
of actual construction costs. The balance of it is
nmonitoring. and so what we are really proposing is, in
fact, sonmething that's going to cost potentially less than
a $1 mllion and. yet, it could result in sone |ong-term
benefit in ternms of reducing the anount of contam nants
that could go to the regional aquifer.

So | think froma cost-effectiveness

It may be a bigger deal to other

Page 18 - Page 21
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st andpoi nt when you consi der these two together, that's
really why we have sel ected Renedial Alternative #3
Short-termrisk. None of these alternatives
woul d pose any risk to the community. Wat you see
reflected here is risk to workers, the workers that you
are going to have digging trenches and using | arge
equi pnent .
One advantage of Renedial Alternative #3 is
that we are going to be working way outside the sunps. W
are going to be working in that drai nage area over behind
Los Coyotes. You can't even really see it fromthe
resi dences along Tiffany or Fairgreen.
Lini ng that drainage area, since that is a
low1lying area where a | ot of water ponds and settles
during high precipitation events would reduce infiltration
of water into the subsurface in the areas outside of the
cap such as that drainage area, and if it's necessary in
areas that are not lowlying areas. But | think we will
be able to effectively do it just be addressing those
| ow1lying areas.
And, then, there's really nmore short-term
ri sk associated with #4. You are going to have people
constantly going out to the site dealing with the
treatment system You are going to have to |lay piping and
do trenching. some of that trenching and piping may have
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to go out into the streets along Fairgreen or on to the
gol f course. so you are going to have, at |east, the
interaction of workers and the comunity, which can
sonetinmes causes hard feelings. For instance, it can be a
nui sance to the residents to have trucks out in their
nei ghbor hood parked in front of their house. And that
woul d come with this Remedial Alternative #4.
Inpl erentablity. Again, Aternative #1
the nonitoring, would be fairly easy.
Alternative #2, doing these negotiations,
deci ding who you talk to, who you don't, could be alittle
bit conplex. W're not really sure what to do if people
don't agree to restrictions on the use of the water
Renmedi al Alternative #3 would be really easy
to inplement. W could take these plans to reduce
infiltration, integrate themright into the design that
Brian tal ked about, and do the construction at the sane
tine. And so this work could be perforned in conjunction
with the design and the construction of the closure and
contai nment system Wich froman inplenentability
st andpoi nt woul d be real easy for us to do. And it would
get it done fairly quickly, as quickly as other source
wor k woul d be done.
Renmedi al Alternative #4, inplenentability,
we'd have to get permts. W'd have to site the treatnent



Page 24 Page 25

1 system We'd have to get permts for the water that we 1 MR MONTGOMERY: As an in-situ technology or as an

2 treat. W'd have to dig the trenches. It's fairly 2 ex-situ treatnent systen?

3 conplex to do it relative to these other alternatives. 3 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Ei t her-or

4 |t's easy to do; EPA has build extraction and treatment 4 MR MONTGOMERY: okay. Vell, we haven't really

5 systenms. and so have the McColl Site Group partners at 5 decided if we were to do the extraction and treatnent

6 different sites. But relative to the other alternatives 6 system what type of treatment would work best. So

7 it's not quite as easy. 7 think that we've tal ked about various options for a type
8 That's it. That's the overview so, again 8 of treatnment systemonce you get the water up to the

9 Renedial Aternative #3 here is our preferred alternative. 9 surface of the site

10 One thing that we recognize is that there nmay be some need 10 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: | rean, the material itself

11 to incorporate some institutional controls further down 11 is relatively close to the surface, isn't it?

12 the line if, in fact, this didn't seemto be effective. 12 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Ch, you are tal ki ng about
13 However, we sort of separated these our. So 13 for the sunps, not for the groundwater?

14 when you comment, please feel free to comment on any of 14 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Vel 1, that's -- I'mtalking

15 these or any conbi nation of these that you feel may be an 15 about getting to the groundwater too as part of it.

16 effective option for the site. 16 getting to the groundwater too as part of it.

17 W' ve tal ked about them individually, but 17 MR MONTGOMERY; For the source

18 they can be conbined. And if there's any specific 18 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER It's a long-termway to get
19 questions about conbining them-- yeah? 19 rid of the waste.

20 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: why is there no option for 20 MR MONTGOMERY: For the waste pits thensel ves

21 biorenedi ation? 21 One of the reasons why we haven't considered

22 MR MONTGOMERY: |'Il repeat the question. The 22 bioremediation is that this is a sulfuric acid waste

23 questionis : Wy is there no option for renoval and 23 It's a very low pH waste. And you woul d have to

24  biorenedi ation? 24 effectively neutralize it before you coul d biorenediate
25 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER Renoval and bi or enedi ati on. 25 it. Because in general, the pH of this waste is

Page 22 - Page 25 M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS
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fairly low it's very acidic. And you would have to go

through a neutralization -- well, first you would have to
excavate it
W did a trial excavation at the site a
nunber of years ago. we found that excavating this waste
is very difficult to do. At a mininum you have to do it
inside of an enclosure. And the tine required to excavate
all the waste inside of an enclosure involves a |ot of
tine and a | ot of noney.
And | think that the residents who |ive near
the site also felt very strongly about the excavation and
enclosure at the tinme that we were considering it. So
there's a nunber of steps to consider in these processes.
You know, biorenedi ati on woul d be a very good technol ogy
if, in fact, excavation were sinpler for the sunps
thensel ves -- were sinpler and nore cost effective
and then the subsequent neutralization of that prior to
the biorenediation were, in fact, easy and effective and
cost effective.
And so -- | nean, that's just ny cut on
t hose technol ogi es and how t hey woul d or woul d not be
applied to the sources shown. W've already decided on a
renedy for the sunps thenselves, and that's a closure and
cont ai nment system
M. G LMOR Can we get people's nanmes, also, if

© 00O ~NO Ol WN P

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Transcript of Proceedings, 3-14-96

Page 27
you are giving a fornal conmmrent.
MR MONTGOMERY: Well, right now we're not really
in the formal comment portion for the groundwater. As
soon as we get these questions out, if they are

clarification questions, then we'll stop and we'll have
the formal comment period. Fraser has a m ke and he'l
wal k around and people can conment. And |'Il1l sit down,

because you are not really addressing your comments to ne;
you are addressing themto the recorder
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Do you have any idea when
you will start -- and use your inmagination, any idea at
all when you think this whole project will be conpl eted?
MR MONTGOMERY: Brian, do you want nme to go ahead
and answer that, the construction?
MR SWARTHOUT: Sure.
MR MONTGOMERY: The construction of the closure
and cont ai nment system shoul d start sonetine early next
year. so January, February, March. The design will be
conpleted in Decenber. And that construction is schedul ed
to take anywhere fromten nonths to a year, naybe a little
bit nore than a year. So, roughly, two years
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: 1t could be conpleted in
two years?
MR MONTGOMERY: Done
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER  You were tal ki ng about . .
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MR MONTGOMERY: Wth sone additional stuff. Like
I think, with the golf course, it may take some additional
tine to do the |landscaping and to sod it.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER That's cosneti c.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: You were tal ki ng about
permits and things of that nature and getting approvals.

EPA is the governnent, if you can't get permts, then nobody

can get permts.
MR MONTOGOMERY: There are other governments. |
think if you talk to any |ocal businessman in O ange
County they'|l|l probably tell you there are too nmany
governnent regul ations. But you are basically correct.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER, Let's be done with this.
Thi s has been going on for over 15 years.
MR MONTGOMERY: Right. W see that as an
advantage to our option in that we wouldn't have to get
any permts to do this.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Good
MR MONTGOMERY: But if you are going to discharge
water, we don't actually have to get a pernmit, but we
m ght ask the oil conpanies to get a permt fromthe | ocal
Regi onal Water Quality Control Board just so that the
Regi onal Board knows that if we were to do an extraction
option, that they would know that we were punpi ng water
into a creek or sonething like that.
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But, you know, we can under Superfund
authority not get permits. We have to conply with them
but we don't necessarily have to get themall the tine.
So that's a good questi on.
MR BENNETT: M ke, one coment this year, your
visual aids have really inproved over the |ast year or so.
They are really, conpared to a couple years ago,
i npr essi ve.
I have a real conment, a question. Brian
tal ked about the cap design and you are doing the
under ground water. They cone together on that area just
north of Los Coyotes. Could you comment on sone of the
design thinking that put the wall out there and how t hat
conbines with Alternative #3. You know -- do you
understand the question? Could you give us a little bit
nore thinking that went into putting the wall out there?
How are you going to worry about the pooled water that's
going to be on top of it?
MR MONTGOMERY: Yeah, it's nore phil osophy.
Ckay? Peopl e can generally see this.
The sunp caps are going to be here and here
(indicating), right (Slide #3)? And everybody knows this
is all on a hillside. You have a | ot of up-land area
here, right? and it's undevel oped. And it coul d becone
developed. And if it were to becone devel oped, you would
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have even nore run off fromthis up-land area. And that
water runs fromthe up-land area under Rosecrans in a
culvert right about there (indicating) and on to the site.
And it eventually runs on to the golf course (slide #3).
And so you have a large area here that in
the winter season gets a lot of water. And you get
standing water. And you actually get a creek out there
during high-rain events. So philosophically, Chuck -- you
have to listen to ny answer if you ask a question. It's a
rule. W would line this area along here (Slide #3)
(indicating). Potentially look at diverting the water
that runs onto the site in really high-peak events, if
that nakes sense. But for the nost part, we just want to
keep this water fromponding up in here and getting into
the shal |l ow perched units and noving sol ubilized
contam nati on, which is contam nants, not the hard, gooey
waste stuff that cones to the surface. But |ike sugar in
your tea when you stir it up, dissolves in water. The
chenmicals that are in the tar do that to sone degree
They get into the water -- you understand
these processes, but |I'mgenerally answering the question
for everybody. They get into the water and that water
fl ows down. and sonetines those contam nants adsorb or
attach thenselves to clean soil particles underneath the
pits thenselves. And so you will get 40, maybe 30 feet
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underneath the bottom of that black, gooey stuff. And
you'll have soil that |ooks clean but snells bad.

And if you introduce -- if you allow this
water to continue to filter through that area, it will
over time rel ease these chemicals fromthose soi
particles and get back into the water and potentially go
down to the regional aquifer

So, philosophically, the notion here is that
we are just going to dry out that whol e area underneath
the sunps thenselves, not let any water get in there so
that none of the waste that's down there, not the bl ack.
gooey stuff but the absorbed | ow concentration
contam nants, gets into that regional aquifer
phi | osophi cal approach to that alternative

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER. Can | ask anot her one?

MR MONTGOMERY: Yes, feel free
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Even though the benzene

reached the aquifer yet, because it doesn't nove as

That's the

hasn' t

fast as sone of the other contaminants, right, so will it
reach it in 20 years even if you contain it as you
pr opose?

MR MONTGOMERY: Wl |, one thing that | think we
can consider here is that the waste has al ready been out
here of 50 years. And so we've had the sunps out there
generally in an unlined and uncapped condition for the
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| ast 50 years.
So | woul d expect that the potentia
mgration rates that would occur at the site, we would see
that mgration of those contami nants. And benzene noves
fairly quickly relative to some of these other
cont am nant s.
So we woul d expect to see it. It also
degrades very quickly. And the spreading effect of these
perched units may have done a lot to effectively
al | ow di spersion and really just an overall dilution of
the concentrations of the benzene and the higher end
chem cal s that woul d be of concern
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: But part of this is perched
and part of it isn't, right? So part of it --
MR MONTGOMERY: No. The water is perched before
it reaches the regional aquifer. It has to go through a
couple of lenses. That's kind of a sinplified diagram
(Slide #4). And | think if you can take a second and go

back and | ook at these charts back here, you can see those

tan layers are all |ower perneability layers that the
water has to go through before it gets to that regiona
aqui fer.

So no natter what part of the site the water

goes through, it's got to go through sonme of those |ayers.

And that takes tinme and spreads it out and dilutes it and
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di sperses it.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: M ke, can you state it
clearly? I'mconfused, and there m ght be other people
too. Basically, you are going to issue a ROD (Record of
Deci si on) regardi ng groundwater that says, since you've
chosen Alternative #3, you follow the RCD or the solid
waste that is put on the cap. Is that what it is?
There's no real enforcement? There's nothing going on
other than what you are saying to follow the resol ution
that you' ve decided al ready?
MR MONTGOMERY: No. | think we will have to

after the renedy sel ection process, which is after this
public comrent period which is going to end on April the
5th, so if you comments that you want to give us in
witing and not here tonight, if you are bashful, or you
just want to put it in witing what it is you have to say,
send that to us before april 5th, and we will address
those comments in our Record of Decision. Mist of you al
know t hat process, because you have comment before on
the deci sions.

But then we woul d make the decision and then
we woul d potentially issue an order or negotiate that.
But we -- the advantage of this one is that we integrate
it right into the design work. so if there was an order
we just say, "Hey, do this stuff right along with the
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other stuff you are doing." O if we were negotiating it,
then we would put it all on the table and negotiate it.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER So your Record of Deci sion
is to followthrough with Alternative #3?

MR MONTGOMERY: R ght.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER Can you, therefore, speed
up the process at all by --

MR MONTGOMERY: W can speed up Alternative #3 so
that it's integrated into that design. | have confidence

we can speed it up so that it's integrated into that

design and done with the closure and contai nnent system
So we can do a conceptual -- Brian just said

we just goty the conceptual. If we get the renedy

sel ection soon, we can do it. And | think that in
general, the MColl Site Goup has felt that this is an
acceptable alternative. So froma sort of precedential
standpoi nt | think we have got a good alternative in that
all the parties agree, EPA, assuming the community agrees,
MBG generally agrees that it's a good plan, or it's ny
understandi ng at this point that they do.

Then | think they would be open to
integrating it into the ongoing work. We could get an
enforcenment nechanismout there if we needed to do that,
and have it done by Decenber when the design is going to
be done.
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UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: What woul d there be to
enforce?

MR MONTGOMERY: Well, it would be an additiona
scope. It would be a little extra work. W woul d be
tacking a little extra work on the work that we al ready

have in the order. And there's still a question out there
right now as to how we are going to do the construction
froman enforcement standpoint. | covered a little bit --

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER, who's going to pay the
bills?

MR MONTGOMERY: It's just a question of whether
or not we negotiate an agreerment or whether or not we use
an order like we've used.

M5. G LMOUR Wul d you pl ease repeat the
qguestion?

MR MONTQOMERY: |'msorry. | said | was going
to do that and | didn't. Sorry.

The | ast question was: How are we going to
get this work done froman enforcenent standpoint and when
is it going to get done?

Ckay. W& can go to the official coment
portion. I'mgoing to sit down. Fraser is going to stand
up. If you could state your name, spell it if it's a
difficult spelling. And what el se was | supposed to say?

MR FELTER You're taking all ny lines
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1 MR MONTGOMERY: Sorry. 1 | live at 1819 Fairgreen Drive in Fullerton. And | agree
2 MR FELTER Can you hear ne? 2 wth your plan as proposed. And | thank you for all your
3 Al right. This is the officially required 3 work.

4 public comment period for this proposed plan for the 4 MR FELTER Thank you.

5 groundwater at this McColl site. The way this works is as 5 Do we have any other comments? Yes,

6 Mke had described. You are invited to conment and we 6 M Bennett?

7 will be receiving those conments. The transcriptioni st 7 MR BENNETT: My name is Chuck Bennett,

8 will take it down. Again, she would appreciate you 8 B-e-n-n-e-t-t. I'ma resident of Fullerton and part of

9 spelling your name if it's an unusual spelling, and al so 9 the FHCA. | would like to nmake the comrent that the

10 your address if possible. 10 selection of #3 or #1 would have been the fastest

11 W will not respond this evening to your 11 alternatives at inplenmentation. And |I'mpl eased to see
12 statenents unless there is sone natter of fact that is 12 that the Agency has chosen one of the pronpter renedial
13 msstated. For instance, if sonmeone says "black" is 13 plans for the groundwater.

14 "white," MKke or Brian will correct that. But that's the 14 And | think -- ny sense of the community is
15 only time we will respond. 15 that they are supportive of either #1 or #3 as the

16 The responses to your comments this evening 16 choi ces.

17 then will be incorporated in an official responsiveness 17 MR FELTER Thank you.

18 summary, and that will be filed as part of the 18 Yes, sir?

19 adnministrative record. 19 MR SIECEL: My nane is CGene Siegel, Si-e-g-e-I.

20 Any questions as far as the process this 20 | live at 2617 Tiffany Pl ace.

21 evening? Al right. | hereby declare the conment period 21 Looki ng over the four alternatives, | would

22 open. Wuld anyone |like to comment on the proposed plan? 22 agree with EPA that alternative #3 does nake the nost

23 Yes, M. Bushey? 23 sense. fromlooking at the factors of overall protection,
24 [Public comments begin.] 24 long-termeffectiveness, cost effectiveness, and

25 MR BUSHEY: My nane is Dave Bushey, B-u-s-h-e-y. 25 short-termrisk, if you look at all four of those factors,
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they seemto be the best overall of all the alternatives.
MR FELTER Thank you
Do |I have another comrent? Yes, M. Q quin?
MR COLQUIN It's Alex Richard A quin,
Ol-g-u-i-n. M/ address is 1506 Baronet Place, Gty of
Ful lerton. |'ma menber of FHCA. | agree with
Alternative #3.
There is a concern | have regarding down the
road that |ong-term mai ntenance and nonitoring, that
diligence is served. And that | would hope that in the
i ssuing of the ROD, that an expl anation woul d be nade and
comments given by US EPA regarding that MSG will stand by
and nonitor the wells and that we will not have probl ens
hereafter, once the 30-year peiod is over or namintenance
of the cap and inplenentation of their orders.
MR FELTER Thank you
I'"ve just been rem nded that several tines
this evening during this period the initials "FHCA" have
been used. For the record, that stands for the "Fullerton
Hlls Comunity Association."
Do | have any other comments?
Al right. Wll, hearing no others,
officially conclude the official comrent period and turn
the nmeeting over to Mke and Brian for general questions.
Thank you.
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[End of public comrents.]

MR MONTGOMERY: Thanks, Fraser

So are there any other general questions

about the site status?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: |' m from Newport Beach and
the reason | canme here is that | feel if it gets
contam nated into everybody's water, it's real difficult
to reverse it once it happens. And you are playing with
sonething -- you're talking about $1, $2, $3 nillion, but
it's a big, big issue.

So what are you going to do when it gets
danger ous? How do you know when it gets dangerous?

MR MONTQGOMERY: That's a good question. The
inmportant thing to keep in nmind is that under the
Superfund program we have a five-year review period. And
we go back every five years and revi ew the renedi es that
we select. They're not often changed.

But in the case of groundwater renedies,
they are quite often nodified. And there would be an
opportunity to nodify this decision during that five-year
revi ew period.

And | think that we're real concerned. And
I think we have taken quite a long tinme to make
sure that we can nake a decision like this. You know, it
al nost takes a longer tine to make a decision not to do a
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lot than it takes to maked a decision to do a whole |ot
because we've got to say with confidence that we don't
think it's real significant problem
Now, built into these plans is $1.5 nmillion
of nonitoring that's intended to go into perpetuity.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: But it is Superfund, so
it's not benign. It's a big deal
MR MONTGOMERY: It's a fairly big deal. But |
think what you have also got to take into account is that
even though there is a hundred thousand cubic yards of
waste out here, this is not the type of waste that often
serves as being a real problemfor groundwater
contamnation. That's a real generalization
But in any community you have got | eaking
under ground storage tanks that have pure product that go
into regional aquifers where the water is real shall ow.
You know, that could potentially pose a greater threat
than the McColl site as we knowit. and it hasn't been
i nvestigated yet.
So you have to weigh all these risks. And
even t hough Superfund, you know, it's a big deal, and
can tell you the reason it's a big deal is because of the
hundred thousand cubic yards of waste that's at the site.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER That's why it's one of the
top five sites in the United States
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MR MONTGOMERY: But just because you have got
this big source, doesn't nean that you automatically have
a big groundwater contam nati on problem You know --
that's why youspend a lot of tine investigating it.
Gene Siegel had his hand up, |'msorry.
MR SIECEL: As | indicated earlier, I'min favor
of Alternative #3. But just as a question, #2, you
indicated that there are negotiations. And naturally as
wel |, some people are going to be curious about that
(i naudi bl e) point of view (inaudible) EPA is going to pay
everybody $100,000 to put a well in their backyard, you
may have everybody go into Alternative #2. So that needs

sonme clarification

MR MONTGOMERY: Well, | think that at the time
that we tal ked about this Alternative (#2), we would be
tal king about -- EPA would prefer not to inplenent these

renedies. And we're going to ask the MColl Site Goup
and quite possibly the section of the governnent that's
found liable to inplenent the renedies, and so there woul d
be negoti ations.

And we woul d have to address the fact that,
hey, maybe sonme people are going to say, "No way, |'m not
going to do this unless you give ne a whol e bunch of
noney." then we have to put a price tag on it and say,
"Well, what's it worth?' and this is difficult. I nean,

M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS
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that's sort of the problemw th that Alternative (#2).
there's different ways to approach it. But
you know, do you want to have people have to deal with
restrictions on their deeds or how you enforce it with
tinme? You know, unless you have a deed restriction -- if
you don't have a deed restriction then you are sort of
goi ng on a hand shake and a prom se
And that's great for the residents that live
there now or whoever lives next to the site, but what
about in 50 years or 100 years? There's a |ot of
hypot heti cal questions you can get into with that
particul ar option
One of the reasons why we didn't pick it
also is that the Regional Board doesn't particularly like
it. And the Orange County Water District, they both said
that they weren't particularly fond of it.
And it may be sonething that would be
considered in a five-year review period. If you find
that, in fact, the concentrations of the regional aquifer
are getting worse or a little bit worse or they are not
getting any better, you might go out there and say, "Hey,
let's talk to the people that live next to the site, the
peopl e that own property near the site to try and get them
to agree with us not to put any wells in." The likelihood
that people are going to put wells inis real |ow

24
25
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UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER That's the question |
asked. Obviously, alternative #3 makes sense. |f you
look at -- if you weigh the factors of high, medium and
low -- you could put a point value of high, medium and
low. And the inportant fact is it cones up better than
the other alternatives.
But your assunption is predicated on that
fact that there are no wells in the area. And that's why
#2 is there to stop people fromhaving wells. | don't
foresee putting wells there. I'mnot sure anyone woul d
since you have the ability to get water fromFullerton
But how do you restrict sonebody -- let's
say you have ten people in the area who want to put a well
in. Is there going to be sone restrictions because they
put a well in? Aren't they going to be pulling up
cont am nant s?
MR MONTGOMERY: Legally we can't. Legally you

can't. Legally people have the right to their -- there's
a legal termfor them But, basically, your property line
goes down. And it includes all that stuff down there. So

if youreally want to put a well in; you can do it.
It wouldn't nake any sense for a residentia
person living in that comunity to want to put a well in

You are already served by water. It would only cost you
nmore noney to install a well and operate a well.
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1 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: so why have #2, because 1 MR BENNETT: M ke, | think one of the aspects you

2 Aternative #2 only pertains to -- you know, negotiating 2 didn't raise is that in the groundwater study that's been
3 people not to have a well. Oher than that, #2 and #1 3 done, there's been a very intense risk assessment of the
4 seemto be the sane. 4 contamnated water in both the amounts of contaninants and
5 MR MONTGOMERY: They're real sinilar. The only 5 the levels. And they have not been found to be a terrible
6 difference is the agreement not to put the well in. 6 risk -- 1 don't know what the right termis. But they are
7 Next question? 7 not deened particularly risky. The figures have been very
8 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER Vel |, within the Gty of 8 lowin terns of risk.

9 Buena Park they woul d have to go through the city to get 9 And that's why the nethod of control is not

10 permts, and that woul d be overl ooked -- that would take a 10 as extrenme as, for instance, if there were high |evels of
11 1look at that for one. 11 known carcinogens, that you'd say, "Well, we do have to
12 The nost obvious one is M. MAul ey who 12 punp and treat," or sonething like that. So that's one
13 would like to have water out of the ground, then he 13 aspect of it. |I think that's inportant.

14 wouldn't have to pay the city to water the golf course. 14 MR MONTGOMERY; Sure, okay.

15 But that would be -- because he woul d be using nore water 15 CGo ahead, Richard.

16 than any single resident within the whole area. But, you 16 MR COLQUIN | had a question for you, M Kke.
17 know, he would still have to go through the city for 17 Sonething that has been troubling ne for a while with

18 pernits even though it's his property. 18 regards -- | know that there is a legal side of this

19 MR MONTGOMERY: A wel |l pernit 19 involvenent or branch of the government. Currently MsGis
20 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: A wel| permt, plus the 20 on the site doing the work.

21 State. 21 Now, in regards to both the groundwater,

22 MR MONTGOMERY: Woul d they deny the permit, do 22 plus inplenentation of the cap, even though MSGis doing
23 you think? 23 the work now, if at a later tine it's ruled in court that
24 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: It all depends on what 24 culpability falls onto the governnment, in essence, the oil
25 happens. 25 conpani es then seek reinmbursenent fromthe governnent.
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1 What's going to happen to us if there is a problem 15 1 So the fact of the matter is that a | ot of
2 vyears fromnow as opposed to 30, and it's found that no 2 noney is going to change hands between these parties. But
3 longer is it the case that MSGis found to have any 3 in the nmeantine, you know, we'll continue to do the work:
4 responsibilities as far as financially helping us with the 4 we'll continue to ask the McColl Site Goup to do the
5 situation? 5 work.
6 MR MONTGOMERY: It's ny understanding in the 6 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: What | was aski ng nore was
7 process of that ruling that they're going to go through an 7 if there’s a probl emdown the road?
8 allocation hearing process, and then a judge is going to 8 MR MONTGOMERY: Li ke 15, 20 years?
9 determne a relative percentage of responsibility. And 9 MR BENNETT: Yeah. W live in earthquake
10 that allocation and the ruling could subsequently be 10 country. If it cracks open and falls on the heads of
11 appeal ed. 11 governnent, are we suddenly going to have to fight the 100
12 And so | think what you'll find is that the 12 pound gorilla?
13 parties are going to be arguing over whether or not the 13 MR MONTGOMVERY: Wio knows in 15, 20 yars, is
14 ruling is fair. And then there will be allocations, 14 there going to be a Superfund?
15 interimallocations. But what you won't find, because 15 MR SIECEL: | think he answered the question. |
16 this particular judge has alteady ruled that the MColl 16 just don't think it was understood, your answer.
17 Site Goup Conpanies are responsible parties, they will 17 What happens is (inaudible).
18 not be let off the hook. 18 COURT REPORTER Excuse ne, | cannot hear you.
19 In other word, the judge is not likely to 19 Can you pl ease use the nicrophone?
20 say, "I was wong about ny ruling about this group of 20 MR MONTGOMERY: Can you use the m crophone?
21 peopl e being responsi ble and now this group of people is 21 MR SIECEL: Basically, you have a situation here
22 responsible. He's going to throw all those people into a 22 where the courts are going to determne that there's
23 pot and say, "Well, you know, you're responsible for "X 23 multiple defendants in the case. The multiple defendants
24 percent and you're responsible for "Y' percent." And then 24 are the MColl Site Goup, maybe MAuley, it may be the
25 sonebody is going to appeal it. 25 government. Wiatever it is, it's nultiple defendants.
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The court will then determ ne the percentage
of liability. That is what the McColl Site G oup probably
has done by bringing the governnent into a federal case.
They want sone declaratory relief. They want the court to
determine the rights and responsibilities of the parties.
They want some indemnification, noney back
They want contributions, some noney back
They want the court to deternine the percentage of
liability; how nuch percent they have to pay, how nmuch
percent the governnment has to pay.
When the court nake its ruling, whatever
that ruling is, and after all the appeals, there will be a
determ nation of 100 percent liability. But it may be
prorated, 53/47, 60/40, sone nunber, so that if somrething
occurs down the road, there is still a judgenent.
And down the road, whoever's percentage of
liability is their percentage, then they'll have to absorb
their share. And if they pay 100 percent, they can go
after the other party for a contribution for that 50, 60
or 40 percent. And that's reciprocal back and forth
whether it's the McColl Site Group or the governnment or
sone other entity.
So what ever decision is nmade now, is the
decision forever. You just won't have to relitigate it
later on. You won't have to worry about relitigating it
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theoretically because there will be a final deternination
now i n the present court hearing.
MR MONTGOMERY: It hel ps to have a judge in the
nei ghbor hood. | coul dn't have done that.
But basically, | think another aspect of
that question is who is going to be nmanaging the
contractor? Who's going to be responsible for going out
there are doing the inspection and checking the wells?
And the answer to that is we haven't really found out yet.
W don't really know yet. That's an issue
MR SIECEL: And that's a big problemwhether it's
the private sector or public sector, whether it's the
governnent or MBG different rules apply. And if the
governnent controls the hiring of the contractor, that
coul d take years because of the different bidding
processes and the different things that have to be done.
If the MColl Site Goup does that, they can
handle it differently, and it can be done a | ot faster
So, hopefully, | think the public here, if there is any
coment to be nade, | think the community here woul d
rather have the McColl Site Goup retain the contract,
because it will be a lot faster. It's a different bidding
process. They can handle it a lot faster than going
t hrough the government bidding. At least, that's ny
under st andi ng of the difference

M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS
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UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: (| naudi bl e).

MR MONTGOMERY: Qperations and mai nt enance, did
say "O' and "M'? Qperations and nmi ntenance
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: | get a feeling fromthe
coment fromthe gentleman from Newport Beach that he's
not real sure that the community here feels confortable.
In other words, are we taking the short route out to the
detriment of the entire country?
And you may want to go through how many
wel I's have been dug and tested, and the fact that the
majority of the wells, the vast mgjority of the wells,
show absol utely nothing, and that the amount of waste
that has been found is extrenely snall. And that that
amount has not been going up. In fact, there's been sone
cases goi ng down or al nbost nondetect abl e.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER Can | nake a comment? A
plume can be like this (indicating). Aplune is a
pyramd, inverted pyram d. You see nothing at the
begi nning, and then all of a sudden you have got a |ot.
MR MONTGOMERY: | don't exactly follow you. |
mean, you know, it might be -- you know, if you want to
tal k specifically about the hydrol ogy of the site and you
want to take a second. Marina Wst with the Orange County
Water district, who is sitting behind you with the
gl asses, has studi ed these maps. She knows the subsurface
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1 very well. Melitta Rorty is here with ICF. Both of them
2 are hydrol ogists, and both are very faniliar with the
3 subsurface at the site
4 We've put a lot of wells out there. W have
5 done a lot of analytical work and | think we have a pretty
6 good handle on it.
7 Feel free to investigate that work. It will
8 be good to know that sonebody besides us has read it.
9 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER M ke, we've been a little
10 bit -- there haven't been very many groundwater neetings
11 in the last couple of nonths. And | think at the |ast
12 kinds of ones we were discussing the fourth quarter
13 nonitoring results. And at the tine the |evels of
14 contam nation that were seen, the low levels, were
15 declining in nost wells | believe
16 Is there a plan to continue that kind of
17 nonitoring or an abridged version of nonitoring or is that
18 going to be incorporated in the general nonitoring of the
19 site?
20 MR MONTGOMVERY: We're going to continue to do

21 that nonitoring. W mght nodify the nonitoring plan a

22 little bit. and | think we are going to put one, quite
23 possibly two nore wells further out here (Slide #3).
24 Because we are concerned that this well, P-10L, which is

25 in the upper portion of the regional aquifer has got sone
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of these Tetrahydrothi ophenes in the 100 to 200 range
And we'd really like to see a clean or a
very close to clean well in that regional aquifer out
here, so that we can definitively say -- and naybe a
couple of them | think it has been pointed out to
conpl enent these other clean wells that are in the
regional aquifer to assure that we are not missing the
pl une.
In fact, we have got a clean well in the
regional aquifer, and the plume is going off over here or
is going off over here (indicating), between our
nmoni toring points.
And in this case, at the noment, we have got
two or three in that regional aquifer. And we'd like to
get a few nore out here.
And if that shows sonething totally
different, then | don't want to be back up here sayi ng we
made a big mstake. Ckay.
Thank you all for coming tonight. W'll
hang around for a little while afterwards if you want to
ask any questi ons.
Linda, do you want to give a little
two-m nute update on the status of the property transfer?
MB. LEQU RE: Well, real briefly. The property in
question is the Ranpart property. W're continuing to

M & M CERTI FI ED COURT REPORTERS

©O© 00 ~NO O~ WN P

NNONNOMNMNNNRPRPRPEPRPRPPRPRERE PR
O NWNRPROOVWONOOUNWN RO

Page 53
work with the County of Orange to get it on the Board of
Supervi sors' agenda, so it can nove forward. But in the
nmeantine, it actually is moving forward. There's a | ot
of work being done between a |l ot of attorneys. The
attorneys representing M. MAul ey, representing the
County of Orange and representing MsSG
But fromall indications, |'ve had the
opportunity to talk to all the supervisors; offices. They
know that it's going to be comng forward, hopefully, in
the next couple of weeks to them And i think it |ooks
real positive. | have felt that way for sometine. And
do think that we have a real good opportunity to resolve
the Ranpart property -- ownership of the Ranpart
property.
MR MONTGOMERY: Great. Thank you.
Thanks everyone.
(END OF PROCEEDI NGS.)
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EXHBITC

MARCH 14, 1996
PUBLI C MEETI NG COMVENTS

Felter: I hereby declare the comrent period open. Wuld anyone like to
comrent on the proposed plan?

Bushey: Yes. My nane is Dave Bushey, B-u-s-h-e-y. | live at 1819 Fairgreen Drive
in Fullerton. And | agree with your plan as proposed. And | thank you for
all your work.

Felter: Thank you. Do we have any ot her comments?

Bennet t: Yes. My